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Executive Summary 

Purpose 

Stratford‑on‑Avon District Council (SDC) commissioned AtkinsRéalis to assess delivery, funding and consenting 

options for a new western relief road corridor (W3). This scheme is being explored further to support the emerging 

South Warwickshire Local Plan (SWLP). Following the identification of a preferred corridor, this report summarises 

the following additional work undertaken: 

▪ Further consideration of the W3 Western Corridor cost estimates for three potential option variations. 

▪ A review of land ownership along the emerging preferred route and consideration of land requirements and how 

these would be acquired in context of above.  

▪ Advice on delivery models for the road (up to and including construction) were WCC not able to deliver it as the 

highway authority.  

▪ Evidence that could inform the SWLP examination (currently expected during 2027) regarding likely timescales 

for delivery of the road including technical approval and construction. 

A ‘Non-Technical Summary (Version 1.0, dated 19/12/25)’ was produced prior to this document. It summarises the 

option identification and assessment process. Whilst a western and eastern corridor were both identified in the 

shortlisting process, the western corridor (W3) was identified as a higher priority owing to it providing more effective 

mitigation against the impacts of development at Long Marston (which has capacity for a larger allocation than initially 

tested for the 2050 Local Plan period). 

Need for a scheme 

Stratford‑upon‑Avon has limited highway capacity and constrained river crossings, particularly at Clopton Bridge. 

Congestion restricts movement within and around the town and limits sustainable development. The adopted 2016 

Core Strategy identified the need for a South Western Relief Road (SWRR) to enable more than 400 homes at LMA. 

Earlier attempts to deliver the SWRR through planning and a 2018 Housing Infrastructure Fund (HIF) bid were 

unsuccessful. Delivery of the scale of development needed by the SWLP remains dependent on a new relief road.  

Western Corridor 

Of 35 corridor options assessed during 2025, a  western corridor (known as option W3) would run from the A46/West 

of Shottery Relief Road in the north to Campden Road (B4632) in the south, crossing the River Avon and connecting 

to the B439 Evesham Road. Compared to other options, W3 scored strongly on policy alignment, engineering 

feasibility, environmental criteria, and ability to relieve pressure on the western side of the network. W3 specifically 

supports development at LMA and better connects southern and western growth areas to the A46. A combined east 

to west solution was ruled out owing to significantly higher cost and delivery risk. W3 therefore represents the most 

effective, deliverable and strategically important option for supporting long‑term planned growth (if significant 

development at LMA is the preferred growth strategy). 

Cost Refinement 

As part of the cost refinement exercise, three potential design scenarios were considered. These are based on 

concept design with the focus on potential variations at connections with the existing road network and the crossing 
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point over the River Avon. The definition of the options is provided below, along with the base cost (2025 prices). A 

base cost is the starting estimate of how much a project is expected to cost before adding any extra allowances for 

risk, uncertainty, or inflation.  

Minimum Cost Option Mid cost option Maximum cost option 

• Single carriageway 

• Simpler connections to 

existing road network 

• No futureproofing for 

potential rail reinstatement 

along the Greenway 

• Base cost ~£90m (2025 

prices) 

• Single carriageway 

• Futureproofing for potential 

rail reinstatement along the 

Greenway 

• Alternative northern tie‑in to 

the ‘minimum’ option 

• Base cost ~£110m (2025 

prices) 

• Dual carriageway 

• Futureproofing for potential 

rail reinstatement along the 

Greenway 

• Larger structures and more 

land 

• Base cost ~£180m (2025 

prices) 

Scheme Cost 

Large transport projects, like new roads, bridges or rail schemes, almost always end up costing more and taking 

longer than first expected. The Department for Transport (DfT) has studied more than 2,500 past projects to 

understand why this happens. Their findings are clear: 

▪ Early estimates are usually too optimistic - At the start of a project, promoters tend to assume things will go 

smoothly, that land can be acquired easily, designs won’t need major changes, and construction will progress 

without delays. In reality, this rarely happens. 

▪ Risks are highest at the beginning - The DfT found that the biggest cost overruns and delays occur when a 

project is still at a very early stage. This is because lots of unknowns still exist such as environmental constraints, 

ground conditions, design changes, inflation, public objections, legal processes, etc. 

▪ To fix this, DfT requires “uplifts” to early budgets - To make estimates more realistic, DfT uses something 

called Reference Class Forecasting. This simply means looking at what happened on similar projects in the past 

and adjusting new project budgets accordingly. So instead of relying on best‑case estimates, we add a percentage 

‘allowance’ to reflect the real‑world risks. 

▪ Uplifts get smaller as the project becomes better understood - at the start of the scheme development 

(Strategic Outline Business Case), the uplift is highest, because the risk of things going wrong is greatest. Later 

on (Full Business Case), once design is detailed, surveys are complete, and planning issues are clearer, the uplift 

reduces. This reflects the fact that uncertainty reduces over time, though not evenly. DfT found that risk reduces 

mainly at the extremes (because there are fewer huge surprises), but the middle range of uncertainty stays fairly 

stable until late in the process. 

▪ What uplifts are applied? Uplifts are expressed using p‑values, which indicate how confident we are that all 

risks have been captured. p70 means we are 70% confident the budget covers the risks. p80 means 80% 

confidence, etc. To have a higher confidence, we can apply a larger uplift. 

Early cost estimates must include these uplifts, so whilst figures can look high, this is intentional and realistic. As the 

scheme progresses and uncertainty reduces, these uplifts will be refined, and costs may narrow into a tighter range. 

Applying optimism bias does not mean the scheme is poorly planned; it means we are following national best practice 

to avoid underestimating costs and over‑promising on delivery. 

Another factor to consider when providing a cost estimate is the opening year. A scheme that opens later costs more 

because inflation raises construction prices year-on-year, so every delay means paying higher future rates for labour 
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and materials. It also adds time for risks, design changes and unforeseen issues to arise, which increases the final 

budget needed to deliver the project. 

The outturn cost estimates are shown in the table below. Based on the variations in uplifts, potential opening years 

and design specification, the outturn cost estimate is between £170 to £630 million. 

Option Cost Scenario Opening Year P70 to P80 Uplift (£million) 

Minimum 2035 170 – 240 

2040 210 – 300 

Mid 2035 190 – 280 

2040 240 – 340  

Maximum 2035 360 - 520 

2040 440 - 630 

Funding Sources 

Funding for the western corridor (W3) could come from several sources, but each has limitations.  

Short-Term (next 2–3 years) 

Funding is needed to develop the technical evidence and design work required to support the SWLP. Access to 

Department for Transport funding for new local road schemes is very limited, with no clear timetable for new funding 

rounds, and future DfT funding may be routed through new strategic authorities, not available until 2028/29 at the 

earliest. In contrast, Homes England has significant funding from April 2026 and is actively seeking partnerships, 

making it the most realistic short-term funder. However, support is likely to depend on Homes England being 

convinced by the LMA development proposals and seeing a credible prospect of delivering the corridor well before 

2040 if it is to unlock planned housing growth. 

Long-Term (mid-2030s) 

After adoption of the SWLP, further funding will be required to progress planning, detailed design and ultimately 

construction of the W3 corridor, around 15% of costs occur during design, with 85% during construction. It is uncertain 

whether Homes England would take on the full financial risk of the road, but it may still provide grants or loans to a 

future unitary authority. Other contributors in the long-term funding mix may include the future strategic authority, DfT, 

and developer contributions, alongside exploration of funding recovery and recycling mechanisms. 

Consenting Strategy 

The potential legal route that should be used to obtain permission for the new road and what land powers (including 

Compulsory Purchase) might be needed have been considered, including how changes to local government (a new 

unitary authority from 2028) could affect responsibilities. Based on the information known about the scheme at the 

current stage, the most likely consenting strategy is: 

▪ Full planning application under Town and Country Planning Act (TCPA) 1990 

▪ Parallel preparation for a Compulsory Purchase Order (CPO) 

▪ Supporting Highways Act agreements at delivery stage 
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▪ It is assumed that the new road would be adopted by the Local Highway Authority, and therefore a Development 

Consent Order is unlikely to be suitable.  

This route most likely offers the most achievable, least risky, and most compatible with the forthcoming local 

government reorganisation. 

Indicative Delivery Programme 

Aiming to deliver a western corridor (W3) by 2035/36 is achievable but requires early decisions, continuous progress 

through design and consenting, and clear commitment from SDC and funding providers (such as Homes England). 

Immediate technical work is essential to support the SWLP and reduce risks of delay, cost escalation, or challenge at 

examination. An indicative timeline, assuming that the project will continue to be led by SDC/WCC / future unitary 

authority, is: 

▪ 2026–27: Develop options for the northern section; provide evidence for SWLP Regulation 19.  

▪ 2027–28: Option development for full route; SWLP Examination; potential early public engagement.  

▪ 2028–29: Select preferred option; start surveys and preliminary design.  

▪ 2029–30: Complete preliminary design and planning documentation.  

▪ 2030–31: Submit planning application (TCPA or DCO).  

▪ 2031–33: Secure planning consent; complete CPO (if needed); begin detailed design and procurement.  

▪ 2033–35: Construction.  

▪ 2035–36: Open to traffic. 

Key programme risks include: 

▪ Securing funding from Homes England or others in time.  

▪ Delays to the SWLP Examination due to national inspector workload.  

▪ Political or governance changes associated with the 2028 unitary authority transition.  

▪ Public objections or landowner issues delaying surveys, planning or CPO.  

▪ Higher-than-expected construction prices or inflation. 

Next Steps 

There are several activities that need to be pursued to ensure the western corridor is presented as a credible, 

necessary, and realistically deliverable piece of infrastructure at SWLP Examination, while keeping options open for 

construction before 2040 and enabling the delivery of LMA. These include: 

▪ Further work to demonstrate the need and purpose of the relief road in relation to housing growth, sustainable 

transport and the wider spatial strategy. This would include additional transport modelling. 

▪ Design work to consider the required design standard (e.g. single vs. dual carriageway) looking ahead to 2050 

and beyond, and the potential alignment of the scheme (including at the northern end). 

▪ Updating environmental assessment covering all relevant topics (carbon, landscape, ecology, heritage, human 

health, etc.) and providing a Red-Amber-Green assessment to feed into the Sustainability Appraisal. 

▪ Engaging Homes England early to explore potential funding or partnership models and to strengthen the case for 

deliverability at SWLP Examination. This is particularly important if funding is required before 2028.  
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▪ Preparing evidence for the SWLP Infrastructure Delivery Plan, including expected cost ranges, updated 

environmental information, and the emerging route corridor, recognising that not all work needs full completion 

before Regulation 19.  

▪ Progressing option development for the northern section ahead of Examination, supported by updated costs, 

environmental assessments and modelling outputs.  
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1. Introduction 

1.1 Scope 

AtkinsRéalis has been appointed by Warwickshire County Council (WCC), on behalf of Stratford-on-Avon District 

Council (SDC), to undertake a study examining the potential for a longer-term highway solution for Stratford-upon-

Avon including initial consideration of the complementary transport opportunities. This work is being carried out in the 

context of the emerging South Warwickshire Local Plan (SWLP), currently being developed by Stratford-on-Avon and 

Warwick District Councils. 

Work undertaken during 2025 considered options to address the key transport-related challenges within Stratford-

upon-Avon in the context of the emerging SWLP, including options to the east, west, and south, as well as the 

previously identified South Western Relief Road from the 2016 Core Strategy1. The outcome of this phase of work is 

summarised in the Non-Technical Summary (Version 1.0, dated 19/12/25). Whilst a western option (W3) and eastern 

option (E9) were both identified in the shortlisting process, W3 was identified as a higher priority owing to the fact that 

this provides more effective mitigation against the impacts of development at Long Marston (which has capacity for a 

larger allocation than initially tested for the 2050 Local Plan period).  Subsequently SDC requested further work to be 

undertaken focussing on the W3 Western Corridor to inform a decision regarding the potential inclusion of a new relief 

road and crossing of the River Avon as enabling infrastructure in the SWLP.  

The additional work requested comprises: 

1. Further development of the W3 Western Corridor options and cost estimates. 

2. A review of land ownership along the emerging preferred route and consideration of land requirements and how 

these would be acquired in context of above.  

3. Advice on delivery models for the road (up to and including construction) were WCC not able to deliver it as the 

highway authority.  

4. Evidence that could inform the SWLP examination (currently expected during 2027) regarding likely timescales 

for delivery of the road including technical approval and construction. 

 

This Technical Note addresses the first, third and fourth bullets above. It: 

▪ Identifies and assesses potential options for the delivery of a relief road in the context of the SWLP emerging 

growth site (E1) at the disused Long Marston Airfield (Section 2) 

▪ Presents a summary of the latest cost estimates for the W3 Western corridor options and assesses potential 

funding sources (Section 3). 

▪ Outlines the likely consenting strategy and processes for land acquisition (Section 4).  

▪ Outlines the key stages in scheme development prior to construction and presents an indicative project delivery 

schedule including key issues for short-term focus (Section 5). 

Information regarding land ownership (relating to bullet 2 detailed under the additional work) has been shared with 

SDC separately due to the level of confidentiality required.  

 

1 Core Strategy | Stratford-on-Avon District Council 

https://www.stratford.gov.uk/planning-building/core-strategy.cfm
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The following appendices and documents support the production of this report: 

• Appendix A – Environmental Contraints Plan 

• Appendix B – 2D CAD Drawings for the three cost scenario options 

• Non-Technical Summary (Version 1.0, dated 19/12/25) – produced separately  

• Web-based GIS map – provided to SDC separately 

• Land ownership information and supporting maps – provided to SDC separately   

1.2 Scheme background 

1.2.1 Stratford-upon-Avon Core Strategy (2016) 

The Core Strategy, adopted in July 2016, establishes the development strategy and planning policies for Stratford-

on-Avon District through to 2031. Within the Core Strategy, the 210-hectare Long Marston Airfield (LMA) site was 

identified as strategically located to support district wide housing requirements with capacity for approximately 3,500 

dwellings (2,100 dwellings by 2031) plus employment, schools and community facilities. 

A key aspect of the LMA proposal was its potential to deliver a major section of a new route around Stratford-upon-

Avon, linking the south of the town to the A46 Alcester Road at Wildmoor. The Core Strategy indicated that a South 

Western Relief Road (SWRR), connecting Shipston Road (A3400) and Evesham Road (B439), must be completed 

before more than 400 dwellings at LMA can be occupied (although this could be increased based on subsequent 

transport assessments), and made provision to safeguard land under policy CS.26. 

The Core Strategy also identified need for a West of Shottery Relief Road, connecting the A46 to the B439 Evesham 

Road to enable employment and housing developments to come forward on the western boundary of the town. This 

road and related developments are now under construction, with the new relief road (Whittington Way) largely 

completed but not fully open for traffic. However, this has been designed as a residential street / spine road with 

housing frontages, rather than serving a bypass function. 

1.2.2 Progress since 2016 

Following adoption of the Core Strategy, SDC and WCC commissioned further studies of relief road options. The 

South Western Relief Road Evidence Report (July 2017)2 summarised the key stages, assessments and analysis 

which were undertaken during the local plan-making process. It confirmed the SWRR as being a vital part of the 

highway mitigation measures for the proposed LMA development, which would relieve traffic congestion in Stratford-

upon-Avon, ‘particularly on Clopton Bridge, the town centre and routes to the west of the town such as Evesham 

Place Roundabout and the Grove Road Corridor’. 

In January 2017, the Government announced that LMA had been selected as one of 14 Garden Villages across the 

country, and in February 2018, SDC adopted a Framework Masterplan Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) for 

the LMA Garden Village.3 A full planning application for the SWRR (Ref: 18/01883/FUL) was submitted in August 

2018 but the planning process was not completed. It is understood that in 2019 SDC applied to Homes England for 

Housing Infrastructure Fund (HIF) to deliver the SWRR, but this was unsuccessful4. 

 

2 SWRR Evidence Report - July 2017 
3 Long Marston Airfield Garden Village | Stratford-on-Avon District Council 
4 South-Western Relief Road | Stratford-on-Avon District Council  

https://www.stratford.gov.uk/doc/206124/name/SWRR%20Evidence%20Report%20July%202017.pdf/
https://www.stratford.gov.uk/planning-building/long-marston-airfield-spd.cfm
https://www.stratford.gov.uk/news/press.cfm/current/1/item/137131
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Subsequently, attention focussed on progressing the first phase of LMA Garden Village development. A successful 

bid for £13.4m of HIF (Marginal Viability Fund) for the LMA Garden Village was confirmed in February 2023 to assist 

with the costs of enabling works for the 400-home Phase 2 development, which included land remediation, ordnance 

removal, treatment of an underground high pressure gas main and improving local road infrastructure.5 

The Phase 1 LMA development ‘Fernleigh Park’ was led by Cala Homes is now largely complete with all homes 

occupied or reserved.6 Some additional development has been consented at Meon Vale to the south of LMA (109 

dwellings approved in 2024 for Crest Nicholson Phase 4C), but it is understood that in line with the Core Strategy 

planning policies, further development at LMA itself remains conditional on the provision of a SWRR or suitable 

alternative. Other land parcels at LMA identified for future phases of Garden Village development remain in private 

ownership.  

1.2.3 South Warwickshire Local Plan 

SDC and Warwick District Council are working together to produce a new South Warwickshire Local Plan (SWLP) to 

cover the combined geographic area. A Preferred Options (Regulation 18) consultation was launched in January 

2025.7 Although this did not set out specific housing allocations for individual sites, supporting evidence includes a 

New Settlements Assessment (November 2024) which re-confirms ‘Land at Long Marston’ (Ref: E1) as being one of 

four locations across the combined Local Planning Authority areas that are deemed to be ‘More Suitable’ for 

development. The scope of the LMA sites in this assessment is expanded beyond that identified in the adopted Core 

Strategy to also comprise adjacent land at Meon Vale to the south, resulting in a total developable area estimated at 

579 hectares and capacity for 9,850 dwellings.8 Given the location of the sites and proposed scale of development, it 

would need to include provision of employment opportunities and community facilities including new primary and 

secondary schools to meet sustainability requirements, alongside improved transport infrastructure. 

Through engagement with SDC, it is understood that Long Marston (E1) is critical to the emerging growth strategy, 

but the allocation continues to be dependent on completion of a relief road/bypass – noting that this is now more likely 

to follow an alternative alignment based on the W3 Western Corridor options outlined below. 

1.3 Potential options for the W3 Western Corridor 

SDC commissioned AtkinsRéalis to undertake a study examining the potential for a longer-term highway solution for 

Stratford-upon-Avon including initial consideration of the complementary transport opportunities (Stage 1). This work 

was carried out in the context of the emerging SWLP, currently being developed by Stratford-on-Avon and Warwick 

District Councils. Stratford District currently faces constraints arising from limited highway capacity and restricted 

route choice, particularly around the heavily trafficked Clopton Bridge (a scheduled monument). This limited capacity 

acts as a major constraint to development proposals within both the adopted local plan and emerging SWLP.  

AtkinsRéalis undertook a review of the key transport-related challenges within Stratford-upon-Avon in the context of 

the emerging SWLP, alongside an identification of environmental and engineering constraints. Based on this 

evidence, 35 potential improvement corridors were identified around Stratford-upon-Avon, including options to the 

east, west, and south, as well as the previously identified South Western Relief Road from the 2016 Core Strategy9. 

Of these, 17 were individual corridors and 18 were various combinations of the 17 individual corridors. Each was 

 

5 Stratford-on-Avon District Council awarded £13.4m grant funding through the Government's Housing Infrastructure 

Fund | Stratford-on-Avon District Council 
6 Fernleigh Park, Long Marston | New Homes in Stratford Upon Avon, Warwickshire | Cala Homes 
7 South Warwickshire Local Plan 
8 The New Settlement Assessment (as at Preferred Options) - South Warwickshire Local Plan 
9 https://www.stratford.gov.uk/planning-building/core-strategy.cfm 

https://www.stratford.gov.uk/news/press.cfm/archive/110/item/136514
https://www.stratford.gov.uk/news/press.cfm/archive/110/item/136514
https://www.cala.co.uk/homes-for-sale/cotswolds/warwickshire/cala-at-fernleigh-park-long-marston/
https://www.southwarwickshire.org.uk/swlp/
https://www.southwarwickshire.org.uk/doc/213178/name/SWLP%20PO%20Growth%20Strategy%20New%20Settlement%20Paper%20201124.pdf
https://www.stratford.gov.uk/planning-building/core-strategy.cfm
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assessed qualitatively against eight criteria, informed by the principles of DfT’s Early Assessment Sifting Tool, such 

as scale of impact, policy alignment, environmental effects, deliverability, and public acceptability, using a bespoke 

Multi-Criteria Assessment Framework. This process shortlisted four corridors for further assessment: two eastern (E8 

and E9), one western (W3), and one combined eastern-western option (WPCK12). 

Further assessment was undertaken, including more detailed environmental appraisal, a review of the potential 

structural requirements at the river crossing locations and with other constraints such as the existing highway network, 

as well as being modelled in the ‘Stratford-upon-Avon Wide Area’ (SuAWA) Paramics microsimulation model 

developed by SLR Consulting. The modelling, undertaken by SLR Consulting, includes growth assumptions reflecting 

the emerging SWLP as well as some smaller scale highway improvements along the A46 and in the town centre. 

Notably, rather than the full site capacity, this testing included an initial 3,000 dwellings at Long Marston (above 

existing consents) identified by SDC as deliverable by 205010. The modelling exercise also assessed the feasibility of 

combining the Western Corridor (W3) and Eastern Corridor (E9) to create a continuous route from the A46 to Warwick 

Road (WPCK12). Although W3 and E9 could operate as a continuous route, the combined cost presents a substantial 

delivery risk, particularly within the current funding environment.  

With Long Marston considered critical to the emerging growth strategy, prioritising W3 was concluded as most 

appropriate (see Figure 1). This is because the western corridor serves movements both into Stratford itself, 

particularly on the western side of the town, and to the north of the town by connecting into the A46 corridor. With an 

eastern corridor, trips from Long Marston to the town would continue to rely solely on the existing crossing points to 

access destinations within Stratford. 

 

10 As per the ‘Echo +’ scenario in the uncertainty log. 
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Figure 1 - Option W3 (Stage 1) 

 

During Stage 1, a number of assumptions were made relating to the routing, connectivity and infrastructure 

requirements of W3. For Stage 2, various geographical and high-risk delivery activity key risk locations were identified 

along the route. To explore these in more detail and to inform cost estimates, three scenarios were created: 

▪ Min ‘lower cost’ – assumed to be the likely lower cost solution and includes a combination of a shorter route, 

typically less expensive connections to the existing network and typically lower cost infrastructure over existing 

constraints. 

▪ Max ‘higher cost’ – assumed to be the likely higher cost solution. It includes the need to have a longer route to 

a higher standard (dual carriageway) with the need to futureproof the design to allow for the potential 

reinstatement of the rail line and higher cost infrastructure at existing constraints. 

▪ Mid ‘middle cost’ – this solution is between the ‘mid’ and ‘max’ scenario. The main change from the ‘min’ scenario 

is the need to futureproof the design to allow the potential reinstatement of the rail line and an alternative 

connection at the northern end of the route (connecting to Drayton Manor Drive instead of West of Shottery Relief 

Road). However, the route remains a single carriageway (as per the lower cost option). 

Table 1 presents the assumptions for the key locations where there are changes from the previous scenario, for the 

three scenarios. 
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Table 1 - Three Cost Scenarios11 

Key Geographical 

Area 

Stage 1 

Assumption 

Min ‘lower cost’ Mid Max ‘higher cost’ 

A46 Connection Connect to West of 

Shottery Relief 

Road 

Connect to West of 

Shottery Relief 

Road 

Connect to Drayton 

Manor Drive 

Connect to Drayton 

Manor Drive 

River Avon 

Crossing 

Bridge (no 

reinstatement of rail 

line considered) 

Bridge (no 

reinstatement of rail 

line considered)12 

Bridge 

(reinstatement of the 

rail line) 

Bridge 

(reinstatement of the 

rail line) 

Milecote Road Bridge Roundabout Roundabout Bridge 

Campden Road Roundabout (to 

north of Stratford 

Garden Centre) 

Roundabout (to 

north of Stratford 

Garden Centre) 

Roundabout (to 

north of Stratford 

Garden Centre) 

Roundabout (further 

south of Stratford 

Garden Centre to 

accommodate dual 

carriageway) 

Road width / 

standard 

Single carriageway 

(50mph) 

Single carriageway 

(50mph) 

Single carriageway 

(50mph) 

Dual carriageway 

Walking and 

cycling provision13 

3m shared use 

footway either side 

3m shared use 

footway either side 

3m shared use 

footway either side 

6 metre segregated 

cycle route on one 

side and 3 metres 

on other side 

  

 

11 Purple highlighted boxes show the main changes from the previous scenario moving from min to mid, and 

mid to max. 
12 Assumed as traditional rail with electrification – greatest height required 
13 In line with Design Manual for Roads and Bridges ‘Dimensions of cross-section components for rural all purpose 
roads mainline’ 
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2. Delivery models 

2.1 Overview 

This section considers potential delivery models, specifically: 

▪ Scope for phased delivery (Section 2.2) 

▪ Delivery by WCC as highways authority / future Unitary Authority (Section 2.3) 

▪ Delivery by Homes England / LMA developers (Section 2.4) 

▪ Potential for an LMA delivery vehicle including statutory and non-statutory options (Section 2.5) 

2.2 Scope for phased delivery 

At this stage, it is worth considering whether options proposed in the W3 Western Corridor could be delivered in 

separate sections. The new road would include a junction with the B439 Evesham Road, with the northern part of the 

route connecting the B439 to either the new West of Shottery Relief Road or the A46, and the southern part of the 

route crossing the River Avon and connecting to the B4632 Campden Road. Due to its additional length (over 3km) 

and multiple bridge structures, the southern part would clearly be the more costly section to complete, whereas the 

northern section, particularly if connecting to the existing West of Shottery Relief Road (Whittington Way) would be 

much shorter (c. 1km), less complex and less costly to deliver. 

The case for separate or phased delivery of the northern and southern sections would be strongest if there were 

specific funding or delivery opportunities that could enable the northern section to be progressed ahead of the 

southern section. Most likely this would be if the northern section was required to enable development to come forward 

along or between the A46 and B439 corridors. The SG18 emerging growth site includes land south of the A46 and 

west of Whittington Way but would be accessed from these existing roads, and presumably Whittington Way has 

been designed to accommodate such development. Constructing a new relief road through some of these 

development parcels to connect to Whittington Way (as assumed in the Minimum Option) or the A46 (as assumed in 

the Medium and Maximum Options) could potentially conflict with the vision for this area and would certainly introduce 

further severance and reduce land available for development.  

Consequently, there is currently no clear basis for dependency between the emerging SWLP growth sites and the 

northern section of the W3 relief road. The case for separate or phased delivery (potentially by developers) of the 

northern section would be strengthened were the SWLP to include allocations along the B439 Evesham Road corridor. 

Even if no such allocations are made, it is possible that completion of the relief road including a junction with the B439 

would trigger planning applications for housing and/or commercial development. Should the W3 corridor proposals 

be included in the forthcoming SWLP it may therefore be worth reviewing the scope of development allocations south 

of SG18 in the B439 corridor. 

However, unless there is also a clear plan for funding and delivery of the southern section, such a change in approach 

to development in the B439 corridor linked to provision of a new relief road could risk repeating the experience of the 

last 10 years where the West of Shottery Relief Road has been delivered by developers but no substantive progress 

has been made regarding the SWRR. Alternatively, were the delivery focus shifted to the southern section (between 

the B439 and B4632) in order to unlock development at LMA, there would be a risk of non-delivery for the northern 

section. 

For the remainder of this Technical Note, it is therefore assumed that a funding and delivery strategy will need to 

cover the entire route on the basis that both northern and southern section would be delivered as single scheme. 
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Consideration will still be given to the potential role of developers, and in line with the observations above it is 

recommended that potential opportunities for unlocking further development west of Stratford-upon-Avon and 

attracting developer contributions from this area to the road scheme are investigated. 

2.3 Delivery by SDC/WCC or future Unitary Authority 

2.3.1 Current local government arrangements 

Current local government arrangements in Warwickshire are based on a two-tier system. With respect to 

transportation and planning matters in the Stratford-upon-Avon area: 

▪ WCC is the Highways Authority responsible for operation and maintenance of the local highways network, i.e. all 

roads that are not part of the Strategic Road Network (SRN) managed by National Highways. In the Stratford-

upon-Avon area, the A46 is the only road which is part of the SRN. WCC is also responsible for transport strategy 

including preparation of a Local Transport Plan 

▪ SDC is the Local Planning Authority responsible for planning policy and housing land supply, including preparation 

of Local Plans, SPDs and collection / administration of Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL). 

The two authorities work together in matters relating to strategic transport planning. The Stratford-upon-Avon Area 

Transport Strategy (adopted in 2018) sets out the shared transport strategy for the town’s immediate environs and 

key strategic links. It highlights the important role that the SWRR along with the West of Shottery Relief Road would 

have in drawing traffic away from the town centre and enabling development of the LMA beyond the first phase of 

400 dwellings.14 

SDC is also working with Warwick District Council to prepare a new Local Plan for South Warwickshire. The Plan is 

expected to replace the strategic policies of the existing Stratford-on-Avon Core Strategy and Warwick Local Plan 

which both run to 2031. The South Warwickshire Local Plan will set out a long-term spatial strategy for housing, jobs, 

infrastructure and climate change for both Districts. 

2.3.2 Proposed local government reorganisation 

The Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government (MHCLG) published the English Devolution White 

Paper in December 2024 setting out the Government’s vision for simpler local government structures in England. In 

February 2025, the Government then issued a statutory invitation to all councils in two-tier areas to develop proposals 

for unitary local government. 

For Warwickshire, the proposals would see the replacement of the current two-tier system by one or more new unitary 

authorities that would inherit the responsibilities of the current county and district councils. Final proposals for local 

government reorganisation in Warwickshire were submitted to Government in November 2025. Two main options 

have been presented to Government: 

▪ WCC’s recommendation is for a single unitary authority for the whole of Warwickshire (to be called Warwickshire 

Council), replacing the existing county and five district councils. WCC supports this option on the basis that is 

best meets the Government's criteria for reform, delivers the highest estimated savings and avoids breaking up 

county-wide services including transport15 

 

14 Adopted Stratford Area Transport Strategy.pdf 
15 One Warwickshire, Stronger Together (November 2025) 

https://www.stratford.gov.uk/doc/206646/name/Adopted%20Stratford%20Area%20Transport%20Strategy.pdf
https://api.warwickshire.gov.uk/documents/WCCC-1980322935-3424
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▪ SDC’s preference (along with that of four of the five districts) is for the county to be divided into two new unitary 

areas, North and South Warwickshire. The South Warwickshire area would cover the existing Stratford and 

Warwick District areas, with North Warwickshire comprising the boroughs of North Warwickshire, Nuneaton and 

Bedworth, and Rugby. It is argued that this arrangement will best reflect the needs of different parts of the county, 

with surveys indicating it is supported by the majority of residents in the county.16 

Whichever of these options is ultimately selected by Government, it is expected that elections would take place in 

May 2027 with the new unitary authority or authorities in place from April 2028. The new unitary authority for the 

Stratford area would assume responsibility for all services that currently sit with the county and district councils and 

will therefore be responsible for both planning and transportation (i.e. it would become the new Highway Authority 

and the Local Planning Authority). 

2.3.3 Strategic authorities 

A further component of local government reorganisation set out in the Devolution White Paper is the Government’s 

expectation that every part of England will be a member of mayoral strategic authority. These authorities would 

become the main interface with central government and receive significantly deeper powers and multi-year funding 

settlements with regards to economic growth and investment, spatial planning, transportation, skills, employment 

support and innovation.  

All six Warwickshire councils are currently non-constituent members of the West Midlands Combined Authority 

(WMCA). In line with the differing views of WCC and SDC regarding future unitary authorities, there are alternative 

proposals with respect to future membership of a strategic authority: 

▪ WCC’s view set out in the ‘One Warwickshire’ document is that full constituent membership of the WMCA would 

be the best arrangement for any new council or councils in Warwickshire to meet the Government’s requirement 

of full devolution 

▪ SDC’s view set out in their ‘Case for Two New Councils in Warwickshire’ is that a single unitary would not integrate 

well in the WMCA and that Warwickshire could lose out to the more deprived areas elsewhere in the WMCA area 

in allocation of funding. Instead, they propose creation of a new Warwickshire Strategic Authority which would 

have the new North and South Warwickshire unitary authorities as constituent members. 

While it is currently uncertain which of these alternative proposals would be adopted, it is evident from the direction 

that Government have indicated that future mayoral strategic authorities will play a significant role in the funding of 

local transport infrastructure required to unlock housing and economic growth across England.  

2.3.4 Implications for transport infrastructure delivery 

The next three years will see significant changes to the local government landscape across England which is expected 

to result in major changes to arrangements in Warwickshire. The Government’s ambition is to have the new unitary 

authorities up and running by April 2028. It is expected that WCC and the five current district councils would be 

replaced by either a single unitary authority covering the whole of Warwickshire or two unitary  authorities covering 

North and South Warwickshire respectively. 

The new unitary authority will be responsible for both planning and transportation, with members being elected in May 

2027 to initially form a shadow authority prior to formation of the new unitary in April 2028. These elections will 

presumably set the political priorities for the next 4-5 years, although it is currently expected that the SWLP will be 

submitted to the Secretary of State for examination by December 2026 with examination completed prior to April 

2028. 

 

16 A-Case-for-Two-New-Councils-in-Warwickshire (November 2025) 

https://shapingourcouncils.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2025/11/A-Case-for-Two-New-Councils-in-Warwickshire-2.pdf
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From April 2028, the responsibilities for both completing the Local Plan process and investment in local transport 

networks will pass to the new unitary authority. It is understood that WCC’s current preference for the W3 Western 

Corridor proposals is to identify an alternative approach to delivery by the Highways Authority. Nevertheless, this 

remains a valid approach and could have some benefits with respect to public accountability and co-ordination of 

housing and infrastructure delivery in the context of a new unitary authority. Such an approach could involve the 

creation of a dedicated team within the unitary authority with a remit to deliver housing and infrastructure in the SWLP 

growth zones or more specifically the LMA Garden Village. An example of this approach being successfully employed 

by a unitary authority is provided below. 

Example: New Eastern Villages, Swindon 

The New Eastern Villages (NEV), with a total site area of 724 hectares, is the largest of Swindon’s strategic growth 

areas. It represents a significant economic growth opportunity and will comprise around 8,650 homes, a new District 

Centre, 40ha of employment land and associated health, retail, education and leisure facilities. Located on the 

eastern side of the A419, investment of over £80m in transport infrastructure was required including upgrades to 

the A419/A420 White Hart Junction and construction of a 1.5 mile ‘Southern Connector Road’.17 Following the 

adoption of the Local Plan in 2015, Swindon Borough Council (SBC) established a dedicated team within the unitary 

authority to lead on the development of NEV planning policy, liaise with developers and progress key enabling 

infrastructure projects. Local Growth Funding was secured from DfT and the Local Enterprise Partnership, along 

with HIF from Homes England, to enable the key transport projects to be delivered in advance of new housing. A 

Supplementary Planning Document18 set out the infrastructure requirements and provided the basis for planning 

obligations including a Framework Section 106 Agreement with the main NEV developers to enable recovery and 

recycling of infrastructure funding. Most of the highway works were completed in 2022 and housing delivery is now 

underway at South Marston and Lotmead Village sites. 

The creation of an expanded WMCA or new Warwickshire Strategic Authority will also have important implications for 

the development and funding of W3 Western Corridor proposals. While it is unlikely that either strategic authority 

would take on the role of scheme promoter, Government has indicated that these authorities will play a key role in 

future local transport infrastructure funding which will be devolved through multi-year Integrated Settlements, linked 

to responsibilities with respect to unlocking housing and economic growth. 

The relationship between the new unitary and strategic authorities could therefore be critical to delivering the 

infrastructure required for the SWLP growth zones. The Government’s vision is for unitary and strategic authorities 

working together to secure long-term growth and prosperity. This arrangement will be fundamentally different to the 

current situation where SDC / WCC are not covered by WMCA’s Integrated Settlement and are somewhat reliant on 

the limited opportunities for infrastructure funding direct from Government departments such as the Department for 

Transport (DfT) and Homes England. Funding options for the W3 Western Corridor are considered in detail in Section 

3 of this Technical Note, but the point being made here is that scheme development and delivery led by the future 

unitary authority and backed by the strategic authority, is a different proposition to WCC (or SDC) undertaking this 

under current local government arrangements. 

It is recognised that under this approach, prior to April 2028 an interim arrangement for progressing the scheme would 

be required – potentially continuing the current partnership arrangement between SDC and WCC. Also, it is unclear 

when potential funding from an expanded WMCA or new Warwickshire Strategic Authority might actually become 

available. With the SWLP examination due to occur in 2027, it could be challenging to present a robust proposition 

for scheme delivery and funding based on this approach prior to the formal establishment of the new unitary and 

 

17 New Eastern Villages | Swindon Borough Council 
18 New Eastern Villages (NEV) planning obligations supplementary planning document | Swindon Borough Council 

https://www.swindon.gov.uk/nev
https://www.swindon.gov.uk/downloads/file/5216/nev_planning_obligations_supplementary_planning_document
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strategic authorities. Consequently, there is a need to consider alternative delivery models and funding sources 

including the potential role of Homes England and/or an LMA delivery vehicle. 

2.4 Delivery by Homes England / LMA developers 

2.4.1 Homes England 

Homes England is the Government’s housing and regeneration agency, an executive non-departmental public body, 

sponsored by MHCLG. Since its establishment in 2018, Homes England have supported partner organisations to 

deliver new homes and unlock land for future development through a variety of financial mechanisms including 

investment in transport infrastructure. As noted in Section 1.2.2, Homes England have already invested £13.4m of 

HIF (Marginal Viability Fund) for the LMA Garden Village to unlock the first phase of 400 dwellings. 

Following the Government’s Plan for Change19, updated housing targets, planning reforms and English Devolution 

White Paper in 2024, Homes England has been tasked with radically increasing its activity in support of Government’s 

commitment to deliver 1.5 million new homes by the end of this Parliament. A new ‘Strategic Plan 2025 to 2030’20 and 

supporting Investment Roadmap21 were published in December 2025, setting out the agency’s plans for working with 

partners and investment in the housing sector over the next five years. 

A key aspect of Homes England’s approach will be closer working with the existing and new strategic authorities. A 

new regional operating model is being introduced to better support Mayors’ housing and regeneration priorities. 

Following the discussion in Section 2.3.4, this again highlights the important role that a future strategic authority for 

the West Midlands or Warwickshire area could play in securing Homes England interventions to unlock development 

at the SWLP growth zones. 

The Strategic Plan indicates that Homes England’s preferred approach is to work with partner organisations to deliver 

new homes and unlock development sites. Where there is market failure, this can include the agency taking a lead 

role in land assembly, obtaining planning permission and infrastructure delivery. The extent of Homes England’s 

willingness and ability to intervene and potential scope of investment generally depends on the ‘size of the prize’. 

Consequently, the business case for investing in infrastructure (and potentially taking a lead role in delivery) will be 

much stronger for an LMA Garden Village with scope for 9-10,000 new homes than the current Core Strategy 

allocation of 3,500 new homes. 

A key aspect of these examples and others where the Homes England is taking a lead role in infrastructure delivery 

is that it is part of a wider intervention including land assembly, masterplanning, obtaining planning consents and 

agreeing funding recovery mechanisms. Also, as noted above Homes England will seek to work in partnership with 

local authorities and private sector developers, potentially through a Joint Venture arrangement or other delivery 

vehicle. 

Consequently, for Homes England to take on responsibility for the delivering W3 Western Corridor proposals, it is 

likely that this would be dependent on the agency taking on a Master Developer role in the LMA Garden Village 

development to ensure its successful and timely delivery, rather than just focussing on delivery of off-site 

infrastructure. Even if Homes England were to take such a role, it is possible the agency would prefer to focus on the 

site-related challenges of delivery a Garden Village of 9-10,000 new homes (masterplanning, planning consents and 

local infrastructure) while supporting SDC/WCC / the future unitary authority to deliver the relief road.  

 

19 Plan for Change - GOV.UK 
20 Homes England strategic plan 2025 to 2030 - GOV.UK 
21 Homes England investment roadmap December 2025 - GOV.UK 

https://www.gov.uk/missions
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/homes-england-strategic-plan-2025-to-2030
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/homes-england-investment-roadmap-december-2025
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Alternatively, if the primary need for intervention is the delivery of off-site infrastructure, Homes England’s role could 

be limited to that of providing funding / finance to SDC/WCC / the future unitary authority. 

2.4.2 LMA developers 

It is understood that there is already significant private sector developer interest in an expanded LMA. The SWLP 

Interactive Map26 indicates that land agents are actively promoting the four main LMA landholdings for development, 

including Barton Willmore, Copperfield Land and Planning Ltd, Pegasus Group, Ridge and Partners LLP. However, 

the willingness and capacity of developers, even if formed into a consortium, to undertake the planning and delivery 

of a relief road alongside that of the Garden Village itself is questionable. 

It is more likely they would look to the public authorities / Homes England to provide this infrastructure, albeit 

recognising that financial contributions towards the relief road would be sought – most likely through a framework 

Section 106 agreement for the LMA. 

2.4.3 Implications for transport infrastructure delivery 

Given the scale of the LMA Garden Village proposals now being considered for inclusion in the SWLP and their 

importance in meeting the Government’s housing targets for the Stratford-on-Avon and Warwick districts, engagement 

with Homes England to determine a potential delivery or funding role for the agency would seem very appropriate. 

However, this is unlikely to be as simple as Homes England agreeing to take a lead role in delivering a relief road 

since their primary interest will be in ensuring successful and timely delivery of the Garden Village. Experience 

elsewhere indicates that Homes England are capable of delivering major off-site infrastructure, but this is typically in 

instances where the agency is a lead partner for the proposed housing / community development, engaged in its 

masterplanning and consenting processes, and with a significant landholding in the site. Alternatively, where this is 

not the case Homes England may provide infrastructure funding to local authority partners to deliver such 

infrastructure (which will be considered separately in Section 3.3. 

It is understood that Homes England do not currently have a landholding or direct interest in the LMA Garden Village 

– this position would therefore need to change if the agency is to take on responsibility for delivering a new relief road, 

 

22 Accelerated Housing Delivery on Large Sites: The Homes England Approach (November 2021) 
23 Homes England project case studies (HTML) - GOV.UK 
24 Milestone for Northstowe as 4,000 homes and £123 million funding secured - GOV.UK 
25 About Homestead View 
26 South Warwickshire Local Plan Preferred Options Consultation: Interactive Map 

Examples of previous large-scale infrastructure delivery by Homes England:22,23 

▪ Chalgrove Airfield, South Oxfordshire: Homes England led on the delivery of offsite highway infrastructure 

as part of a c. £100m package of highway and public transport improvements needed to unlock the 

development of c. 3,000 new homes 

▪ Northstowe, South Cambridge: Homes England have undertaken early investment in strategic and social 

infrastructure for this 10,000 home development. £123.9m of funding was secured in 2022 to continue acting 

as master developer and invest in essential infrastructure including roads, public transport routes, cycleways, 

green space and schools.24 

▪ Homestead View, South West Rugby: Homes England developed the design and secured planning 

permission for a link road to enable the delivery of c. 4,000 new homes and relieve existing congestion issues 

in Dunchurch village25  

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/homes-england-advice-notes-homes-england-project-case-studies/homes-england-project-case-studies-html
https://www.gov.uk/government/news/milestone-for-northstowe-as-4000-homes-and-123-million-funding-secured
https://www.homesteadview.co.uk/about/
https://www.southwarwickshire.org.uk/swlp/latest-news.cfm/current/1/item/138408
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although would not be required if their role were to be limited to providing funding. With examination of the SWLP 

currently expected during 2027, significant progress would be required over the next 12 months to secure Homes 

England’s support, develop agreements with or acquire land from current owners, and agree a delivery model and 

funding strategy for delivering the Garden Village, onsite and offsite infrastructure – with the latter likely to include the 

W3 Western Corridor relief road along with public transport and active travel connections between LMA and Stratford-

upon-Avon. 

The potential timescales for construction of the W3 Western Corridor proposals could be a concern, particularly if it 

remains the case that further development at LMA would be dependent on the provision of a new southwestern relief 

road. Delivery of the road as late as 2040 may prevent significant housing delivery at LMA for most of the forthcoming 

SWLP plan period and could result in Homes England prioritising activity and investment elsewhere. Consideration 

should therefore be given to the scope for delivering a relief road along with other essential infrastructure in a shorter 

timescale. The potential to advance / accelerate delivery will be considered in Section 5 of this note. 

2.5 Options for an LMA delivery vehicle 

Even if Homes England support is gained, there remains a question as to the nature of the delivery model that would 

be appropriate for the LMA and related off-site infrastructure. This could range from non-statutory options such as a 

Strategic Partnership or Joint Venture to statutory delivery vehicles such as a Locally Led or Urban Development 

Corporation. It is beyond the scope of this Technical Note to provide a detailed review of such options or identify a 

recommended approach, but potential options are outlined overleaf:  

Potential delivery vehicle options for the LMA Garden Village: 

▪ A Strategic Partnership would represent the simplest arrangement and may be appropriate as an ‘interim’ 

vehicle. It could take the form of a formalised partnership between SDC, WCC, Homes England and/or other 

Government agencies, using the levers and funding available to each organisation to promote development 

and infrastructure delivery. 

▪ A Local Authority-Led Arms-Length Development Vehicle (ALDV) could also be readily established as an 

interim vehicle to co-ordinate delivery of the LMA Garden Village and related infrastructure. It could be set up 

as a company or Limited Liability Partnership (LLP) owned by SDC and/or WCC, supported by a partnership 

agreement and funding from Homes England and other sources such as CIL. 

▪ A Public-Private Joint Venture (JV) which could be led by Homes England or SDC/WCC in collaboration with 

private-sector developer interests to promote development and infrastructure delivery. The JV would be set up 

as a separate legal entity such as an LLP, potentially with Homes England providing investment in LMA 

planning and infrastructure to unlock the various development parcels. 

▪ A Locally Led (New Town) Development Corporation (LLDC) would be a statutory development corporation 

established under the New Towns Act 1981, which would be requested and overseen by SDC (or more likely 

a future unitary authority). The LLDC would have defined statutory powers which could include land assembly, 

compulsory purchase and infrastructure delivery. This delivery model could help to drive forward development 

at the scale now being proposed for the LMA Garden Village with the LLDC also taking responsibility for 

securing funding for and delivery of off-site infrastructure.  

▪ A Locally Led Urban Development Corporation (LUDC) is a new form of statutory development corporation 

introduced by the Levelling Up and Regeneration Act 2023 which provides for greater flexibility in not requiring 

a formal New Town designation, and could be used for urban extensions and new garden communities. An 

LUDC would also be overseen by SDC / future unitary authority and could have similar powers to an LLDC. 
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Both LLDCs and LUDCs would require significant up-front work to formally appraise non-statutory and statutory 

delivery vehicle options and prepare a robust HM Treasury Green Book compliant business case for submission to 

the Secretary of State. The business case would need to demonstrate the need for the Development Corporation and 

statutory powers being sought, how this would provide Value for Money, and set out proposed funding, governance 

and oversight arrangements. An interim arrangement with Homes England and other partners would therefore be 

required prior to the establishment of the LLDC / LUDC. 

At present, there do not appear to be any examples of LLDCs or LUDCs that have been created to promote or deliver 

new towns or garden communities under the current legal frameworks, but it is known that other local authorities are 

actively exploring these options, for example at Tewkesbury in Gloucestershire.27 

It is recommended that alongside engagement with Homes England, consideration is given to potential arrangements 

for an interim vehicle for delivery of the LMA Garden Village and related off-site infrastructure, to enable work to 

progress prior to SWLP examination and adoption. 

2.6 Conclusions 

2.6.1 Short-term arrangements 

Potential delivery models for the W3 Western Corridor transport infrastructure proposals have been assessed in the 

context of the proposed inclusion of an expanded LMA Garden Village comprising 9-10,000 new dwellings plus 

employment and community facilities in the forthcoming SWLP. 

Given the expected timeline for SWLP submission to the Secretary of State in December 2026 and its subsequent 

examination during 2027, it is likely that an interim approach will be needed for at least the next 2-3 years. This should 

focus on producing a robust plan and framework for delivery of the Garden Village and off-site transport infrastructure 

including the W3 corridor proposals, in order to meet the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) soundness 

tests – in particular that: 

▪ The proposed allocation of an expanded LMA Garden Village, dependent on significant public sector investment 

in a new relief road and other off-site infrastructure is justified as the most appropriate strategy when considered 

against reasonable alternatives 

▪ The proposed delivery and funding arrangements for the LMA Garden Village and enabling infrastructure are 

effective, i.e. they are deliverable over the plan period. 

A further important consideration is that local government reorganisation is expected to result in creation of a new 

unitary authority, which will replace and take on the responsibilities of SDC and WCC. Government also intends that 

all parts of England will be covered by either an existing or new strategic authority which will have devolved funding 

to support housing and economic growth and investment in transport infrastructure. However, these arrangements 

will not be in place until April 2028, and it is unclear when potential funding from an expanded WMCA or new 

Warwickshire Strategic Authority might actually become available. 

Engagement with Homes England is recommended to assess their willingness and ability to support SDC / WCC with 

the expanded LMA Garden Village and off-site transport infrastructure proposals, and prepare for SWLP submission 

and examination. While the focus of this technical note is on the delivery of the W3 Western Corridor proposals, it is 

evident that Homes England’s primary interest will be in the successful and timely delivery of housing at LMA – 

therefore the agency would only take on a lead role with respect to the transport infrastructure if it also has a 

 

27 Appendix A - TGC Delivery Vehicle Business Case Narrative.pdf 

https://minutes.tewkesbury.gov.uk/documents/s71126/Appendix%20A%20-%20TGC%20Delivery%20Vehicle%20Business%20Case%20Narrative.pdf
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substantial stake in the LMA sites. This would potentially require Homes England acquiring a landholding at LMA and 

seeking partnership agreements with other landowners / developers promoting LMA sites.  

Alternatively or at least initially, the agency could agree to provide funding to SDC / WCC to support planning for off-

site infrastructure delivery in preparation for SWLP submission and examination. During this period (at least until 

2028) it is most likely that the delivery model would take the form of an informal or formal partnership between Homes 

England, SDC and WCC. 

2.6.2 Long-term arrangements 

Potential long-term options for delivery of an LMA Garden Village and off-site transport infrastructure were outlined in 

Section 2.5. Given the scale of development now being considered it may be appropriate to consider both statutory 

and non-statutory options. Statutory options such as an LLDC or LUDC could provide benefits with respect to securing 

funding and driving forward delivery of the Garden Village and off-site infrastructure and maintaining local authority 

oversight, but they would also require significant work to prepare the ground and gain Government approvals. 

Non-statutory options could include a Homes England or developer led JV, potentially with SDC/WCC / the future 

unitary authority focussing on setting local planning policy and infrastructure delivery. 

Even with Homes England taking a stake in delivery of the LMA Garden Village, it is possible that delivery of the off-

site transport infrastructure could be led by the future unitary authority with the majority of funding from Homes 

England, the future strategic authority, and/or DfT. The next section of this Technical Note considers the likely funding 

requirement for the W3 Western Corridor proposals and potential funding sources that could be available. 
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3. Cost estimates and funding options 

3.1 Overview 

This section outlines the likely scale of funding required to deliver the western corridor (W3) based on the latest cost 

estimates prepared by AtkinsRéalis for SDC (Section 3.2). It then assesses potential sources of funding that might 

be available to SDC / WCC, a future unitary authority, Homes England or LMA delivery vehicle with respect to scheme 

development and construction (Section 3.3). 

3.2 Cost estimates 

3.2.1 Methodology and assumptions 

At this stage, very limited design information is available, and cost estimates are therefore based on high-level 

information available for each option with respect to the approximate length of new roads, design standard (single or 

dual carriageway) and type / size of structures required. The estimated direct construction costs of each highway and 

structure component is then adjusted to include various provisions for contractor’s preliminaries, statutory 

undertakers, traffic management, design, survey, supervision and highway authority costs. Land and compensation 

costs have been estimated separately based on the approximate length of each option and indicative cross-sections 

between fence lines including provision for earthworks and drainage. The resulting cost for each option (in 2025 

prices) is then adjusted for risk, uncertainty and inflation to derive a forecast outturn cost (i.e. how much it would cost 

in nominal or cash terms to complete the project.) 

While the cost estimates presented in this section have been further developed compared to those presented in the 

previous Non-Technical Summary document, they are still fundamentally based on the high-level quantities for each 

option. In line with DfT guidance, due to the high level of design uncertainty at this stage the cost estimates are 

presented as a range. 

Assumptions 

The cost estimates for each option have been based on the high-level design assumptions set out in Table 1 in line 

with the 2D CAD drawings included at Appendix B. With respect to the two carriageway standards (single vs dual) 

with inclusion of active travel facilities, the following are assumed: 

▪ Single carriageway (Min / Mid options): 7.3m carriageway, then on each side: 2.5m verge/buffer including space 

for Vehicle Restraint System (VRS) and signage, 3m Shared Use Path, embankment or cutting as required with 

1:3 gradient, and 15m setback to fence line including provision for drainage and maintenance access. This results 

in a minimum 48.3m between fence lines if no embankment or cutting is required, up to a potential 96.3m at 

anticipated maximum embankment height of 8m adjacent to the River Avon crossing. 

▪ Dual carriageway (Max option): 2 x 7.3m carriageway with 2.5m central reservation, then on each side: 2.5m 

verge / buffer including space for VRS and signage, either 3m Shared Use Path or 5.5m cycle track and footway, 

embankment or cutting as required with 1:3 gradient, and 15m setback to fence line including provision for 

drainage and maintenance access. This results in a minimum 60.6m between fence lines if no embankment or 

cutting is required, up to a potential 108.6m at anticipated maximum embankment height of 8m adjacent to the 

River Avon crossing. 

When crossing the structures, the following are assumed with respect to the required bridge deck width: 
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▪ Single carriageway (Min / Mid options): 7.3m carriageway, then on each side: 1.5m buffer including space for 

VRS, 3m Shared Use Path and 0.5m buffer to parapets, resulting in a total 17.3m deck width. 

▪ Dual carriageway (Max option): 2 x 7.3m carriageway with 2.5m central reservation, then on each side: 2m or 

2.5m buffer including space for VRS, either 3m Shared Use Path or 5.5m cycle track and footway and 0.5m buffer 

to parapets, resulting in a total 31.1m deck width. 

For all options: 

▪ Luddington Road overbridge is assumed to be a 20m span and 6m high concrete beam and slab structure. 

▪ River Avon crossing is assumed to comprise a 100m central span arch structure with 2 x 50m steel composite 

side spans, raised 8m above the river bank level. 

The Stratford Greenway crossing structure varies between options. For the Min option a simple concrete culvert 

structure is assumed. For the ‘Mid’ / ‘Max’ options, a 16m span and 7m high concrete beam and slab structure is 

assumed, which would meet Network Rail’s minimum headroom requirements for a new bridge over rail structure 

(including allowance for the rail line to be up to 1 metre higher than existing ground level) and would therefore provide 

future-proofing for potential reinstatement of the rail line for either light or heavy rail services. 

The ‘Max’ option also includes provision for a bridge over Milecote Road, comprising a 20m span and 7m high 

concrete beam and slab structure. 

Highways / civils costs 

Highways / civils costs have been estimated based on the latest Spon’s rates which represent contractor prices 

achieved in 2025. For early-stage estimates, approximate rates are provided on a per metre basis for rural all single 

and dual carriageway roads which include provisions for the costs of the main carriageway, signage, earthworks, 

landscaping, etc. Rates are provided as a range – the upper value has been used in each case (£2,575 per m for 

single carriageway, £5,500 per m for a two-lane dual carriageway). Rates are provided separately for a 3m ‘cycle 

track’ which have been added to these in line with the design assumptions for each option. 

The length of new road and required for each option has been estimated from the CAD drawings including the 

provision required at junctions to generate an overall estimate for the main highways cost component. In addition, 

provision has been included on top of the standard Spon’s rates for embankment fill material that would be required 

either side of the structures at a provisional rate of £50 per cubic metre. Embankment volumes have been estimated 

based on the assumed bridge heights, carriageway widths including Shared Use Paths and a 1:3 gradient for slopes. 

Special structures costs 

Cost estimates are based on the National Highways practice of evaluating the rebuilding costs of ‘special highway 

structures’. They are listed as follows: 

▪ Cost per m2 for beam and slab bridges:  £4,776.8/m2 (2020 prices) based of 30m span special structures category 

increased by 31.9%28 for inflation to convert to 2025 prices.  

▪ Cost per m2 for side spans of River Avon crossing: £5,576.2/m2 (2020 prices) based of 60m span special 

structures category increased by 31.9% for inflation to convert to 2025 prices.  

▪ Cost per m2 for central span of River Avon Crossing: £7,978.72/m2 (2020 prices) based of the A465 Gateway 

arch bridge (94m span) increased by 31.9% to convert to 2025 prices.  

 

28 Construction price inflation from 2020 to 2025 prices derived from DfT’s TAG data book, including the combined 

effect of general inflation (GDP deflator) and construction price inflation above the GDP deflator. 



 

 
 

  

090226 Draft Delivery Strategy and 
Cost Refinement 

Draft 1.0 
1.0 | 09 February 2026 29 

 
AtkinsRéalis - Sensitive / Sensible [FR] 

These rates include a 40% uplift for preliminaries, planning and supervision, however this has been removed prior to 

the adjustments applied to both highways and structures costs as outlined below. 

Additional provisions 

The following provisions has been applied to cover various costs not included in the rates for highways / civils and 

structures costs. These include contractor’s preliminaries plus all scheme development, design and planning costs, 

project management and supervision costs, and additional provisions for statutory diversions and traffic management: 

▪ Preliminaries: 25% for highways / civils, 35% for structures (30% overall) 

▪ Site investigations: 10% for highways / civils, 5% for structures (7-7.5% overall) 

▪ Design, planning, etc: 10% for highways / civils, 5% for structures (7-7.5% overall) 

▪ Supervision: 5% for both highways / civils and structures. 

▪ Highway authority costs (PM, legal etc): 5% for both highways / civils and structures 

▪ Statutory undertakers: 15% of highways / civils only (reduced to 10% for the Max option as would not expect stats 

cost to increase proportionately when moving from single to dual carriageway – costs are still higher for Max 

option) 

▪ Traffic management: 20% of civils only (reduced to 10% for the Max option as would not expect TM costs to 

increase proportionately when moving from single to dual carriageway – costs are still higher for Max option). 

Different rates have been used for highways / civils vs. structures on some elements in order to provide a suitable 

level of overall provision in the cost estimate. The costs of design, planning and site investigations would be driven 

primarily by the highways / civils component, and the overall aim has been to ensure a cost provision for work required 

pre-construction of 15% of the total cost. 

Land and compensation costs 

The potential land requirement for each option, is calculated by multiplying the estimated length of new road by the 

average corridor width (between fence lines) which takes account of the need for significant embankments either side 

of the structures. For the Min and Mid options this results in an average width of 72.3m, and 84.6m for Max option. 

The land area for each option has then been uplifted by a further 10% to allow for additional land required around 

junctions and for environmental mitigations including drainage ponds. 

Land and compensation costs have then been estimated based on an assumed value in 2025 prices of £90,000 per 

hectare. It is assumed that only agricultural land will need to be purchased for the scheme but provision is included 

for blight and Part 1 claims in relation to nearby residential properties. 

Agricultural land values obtained from sales in the Midlands region in 2025 indicate a range from £17,300 to £32,100 

per hectare.29 For the purpose of this assessment a value towards the top end of this range has been assumed 

(£30,000 per hectare). In addition to market value, land acquisition costs should include provision for severance and 

injurious affection, disturbance, and fees. Valuations obtained in 2024 from National Highways’ District Valuer for 

another highways scheme indicate these typically result in doubling of cost based on market value alone. The National 

Highways’ valuations also indicated that provision for blight and Part 1 compensation claims vary significantly 

depending on the options’ proximity to residential dwellings. Assuming limited impact on residential properties, this 

could add a further 50% to the overall cost in relation to land and compensation.  

 

29 https://landlister.co.uk/guides/land-price-per-acre-uk-estimate-value  

https://landlister.co.uk/guides/land-price-per-acre-uk-estimate-value
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Consequently, a provision of £90,000 per hectare has been assumed which includes provision for land purchase and 

associated compensation, as well as blight and Part 1 claims. Table 2 summarises the estimated land requirement 

and compensation costs. Note this is subject to the same risk / uncertainty uplifts as other costs as outlined below in 

Section 3.2.3. 

Table 2 - Summary of land requirement and compensation costs 

Option Estimated land take (ha) Estimated land and compensation costs 

(2025 prices) 

Min  32.2 £2.9m 

Mid 43.2 £3.9m 

Max 54.6 £4.9m 

3.2.2 Base cost estimates (2025 prices) 

The base cost estimates in 2025 prices are presented in Table 3. A base cost is the starting estimate of how much a 

project is expected to cost before adding any extra allowances for risk, uncertainty, or inflation.  

Table 3 - Base Cost Estimates for three cost scenarios (£m, 2025 prices) 

Component Min Mid Max 

Highways / civils including land 42 52 96 

Structures 38 40 77 

Total* 80 93 173 

* Totals may not add due to rounding 

Overall, the costs range between £80m for the Min options to £173m for the Max option. The Mid option is around 

16% higher than the Min option due to additional road length and costs associated with the Stratford Greenway 

crossing (including provision for future rail line reinstatement). The Max option is around 86% higher than the Mid 

option due to the significant additional costs associated with a dual carriageway including wider structures, 

additional road length and additional provision of a bridge to cross Milecote Road. 

3.2.3 Adjustment for risk and uncertainty 

DfT’s ‘Updating the evidence behind the optimism bias uplifts for transport appraisal (2020 data update)’30 explains 

why large transport projects (like railways, roads, bridges and tunnels) often end up costing more, taking longer, or 

delivering fewer benefits than first expected. It shows that during scheme development; promoters tend to be overly 

optimistic when predicting how much a project will cost or how smoothly it will run. To correct this, the report suggests 

using a method called Reference Class Forecasting (RCF), which looks at real data from 2,522 of past transport 

projects to understand the typical size of overruns. The report found that that risks are especially high at the early 

planning stages and that delays, extra costs, and lower‑than‑expected benefits are common across all types of 

transport projects. It also highlights new insights, such as the fact that risk tends to reduce mainly at the extreme ends 

of possible outcomes as projects progress, not evenly over time. DfT recommend that appropriate uplifts at each 

business case stage are applied so project budgets and timescales are more realistic from the start, with uplifts 

highest at early stages (e.g. Strategic Outline Business Case) and lower at later stages, such as Full Business Case, 

because risk reduces as designs are developed in more detail. By applying the RCF, it helps decision‑makers apply 

 

30 Updating the evidence behind the optimism bias uplifts for transport appraisals 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/6093d448e90e0726f52fc54c/updating-the-evidence-behind-the-optimism-bias-uplifts-for-transport-appraisals.pdf
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more realistic “uplifts”, which are essentially extra allowances added to early cost and benefit estimates to avoid 

underestimating what a project will really require. 

The RCF refers to uplifts using p-values. A p-value is the probability that all risks and uncertainties have been 

captured. For example, a p-value of 70% means that there is a 70% probability that the uplifted cost estimate will be 

sufficient to cover the potential risk and uncertainty that could occur based on past experience with similar projects. 

The recommended uplifts for p-70, p-75 and p-80 for a project at Stage 1 are displayed in Table 4.  

Table 4 - P-value by type of scheme works (P-value taken from DfT Guidance31) 

Type of works P70 Uplift P75 Uplift P80 Uplift 

Highways 42.0% 77.0% 98.0% 

Fixed links (includes 

bridges and tunnels) 

48.0% 94.0% 123.0% 

The DfT’s Tag Unit A1.2 Scheme Costs32 presents the recommended levels of ‘optimism bias’ uplifts for transport 

projects at different stages to be used in economic appraisal. For a road scheme, 46% is the recommended minimum 

uplift for a scheme at Stage 1 based on the p-mean RCF value. For ‘bridges and fixed links’, the recommended uplift 

is 55%. However, the application of optimism bias only applies in economic appraisal (i.e. when calculating a Benefit-

Cost Ratio), and for developing financial estimates it is recommended that a range of uplifts are considered to cover 

the potential range of uncertainty in the cost estimate. It is evident from the values presented in Table 4 that uplifts 

increase significantly when moving from p-70 to p-75 and p-80 values, so reliance on a single value, particularly if this 

is aligned with the p-70 or p-mean carries a significant risk that cost estimates will be exceeded at a later stage. 

In Table 5, costs are therefore presented for across the range from p-70 to p-80 values to indicate the possible range 

of outcomes. The higher uplifts in Table 4 for fixed links have been applied to the structures-related costs presented 

in Table 3, with the highways uplifts applied to all other cost components including land. Even at the p-80 value it 

should be recognised that there is a 20% probability that this cost would be exceeded at future stages based on past 

experience.  

Table 5 - Base costs adjusted for risk and uncertainty (£m, 2025 prices) 

Option P70 Uplift P75 Uplift P80 Uplift 

Min 116 149 169 

Mid 134 171 194 

Max 251 320 362 

3.2.4 Outturn forecasts including inflation 

The outturn cost is the total actual cost of delivering the scheme in nominal or cash terms, including future cost inflation 

and all expenditure incurred up to completion (essentially, the final cost after everything is done and paid for). To 

convert the costs in Table 5 to outturns, inflation series from the TAG data book have been used (combining the effect 

 

31 https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/65526544ce0b3a000d491657/optimism-bias-workbook.xlsx  
32 Tag unit A1-2 cost estimation 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/65526544ce0b3a000d491657/optimism-bias-workbook.xlsx
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/681b53303f1c73824ee3e501/tag-unit-a1-2-cost-estimation.pdf
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of general inflation as per the GDP deflator and forecast real-term increases in construction cost inflation above this 

– which results in a long-term cost inflation forecast of c. 4.4% per annum. 

Indicative annual spend profiles have been produced for two potential opening years (2035 and 2040) which enables 

a weighted inflation factor to be generated for each assumed opening year. Both profiles assume broadly that 85% 

of costs would be incurred in the final three years (relating to the construction phase), with the remaining 15% (relating 

to the development phase) distributed over previous years. The weighted inflation factors derived for each opening 

years are: 41.4% (2035 opening year) and 73.8% (2040 opening year). 

Table 6 presents the outturn cost forecast for the two opening years (2035 and 2040) for the three scenarios and 

presents the outturn cost for three different p-values. Values have been rounded up to the nearest £10m, taking a 

conservative approach recognising the underlying uncertainties in these forecasts. At the lowest cost range, Table 6 

shows that the ‘min’ option opening in 2035 would have an outturn cost of £170 million, compared to £630 million for 

the ‘max’ option opening in 2040. The results demonstrate the impact that a later opening year would have on the 

outturn cost (due to a significant additional inflation allowance) shown by comparing the results for 2035 and 2040 for 

the three scenarios.  

Table 6 – Forecast outturn costs (£m, nominal prices, rounded up to nearest £10m) 

Option Opening Year P70 Uplift P75 Uplift P80 Uplift 

Min 2035 170 220 240 

2040 210 260 300 

Mid 2035 190 250 280 

2040 240 300 340 

Max 2035 360 460 520 

2040 440 560 630 

 

3.3 Potential funding sources 

3.3.1 Department for Transport  

The Government has indicated that it will provide £24 billion of capital funding between 2026-27 and 2029-30 to 

maintain and improve motorways and local roads across England. It states that this funding ‘will allow National 

Highways and local authorities to invest in significantly improving the long-term condition of England’s road network, 

delivering quicker, safer and more reliable journeys’.33 

Details of how this funding will be spent including potential availability of funding to local authorities for new road 

schemes are not expected to be provided until March 2026, but it is likely that most will be allocated to National 

Highways to maintain and upgrade the SRN. Government has already confirmed support for 28 local road schemes 

 

33 DfT Road Safety Strategy - January 2026 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/695e2cff8832ab3a48513809/road-safety-strategy.pdf
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which aim to address congestion and unlock housing and jobs.34 A further 42 Major Road Network (MRN) and 

Large Local Majors (LLM) pipeline schemes being promoted by local authorities are currently subject to review, and 

Government has indicated that there will not be sufficient funding for all of these to be delivered within this Spending 

Review period (2026-27 to 2029-30). 

It is not yet evident whether DfT funding will be made available to local authorities to develop future pipeline road 

schemes in the period to 2029-30. The W3 Corridor Scheme would potentially fit with the current LLM criteria, which 

is intended for road schemes that cannot be reasonably funded by another route, are not limited to the MRN, and 

have a cost in excess of £50m.35 However, it is possible that DfT will review the funding eligibility criteria for new 

schemes going forwards. In addition, Government has indicated that from 2028 it intends funding for local transport 

to be increasingly devolved to the new strategic authorities via an Integrated Settlement – it is unclear whether a 

separate funding route for large local road schemes will be maintained. 

3.3.2 Future strategic authority 

Government’s proposals for all parts of England to be covered by strategic authorities were discussed in Section 
2.3.3. As noted above, assuming these plans proceed it is also expected that Integrated Settlements with the 
strategic authorities will replace most, if not all, central Government funding streams for local transport. 

This funding model is being rolled out to the current combined authorities. WMCA has received a multi-year 
settlement of £2.5 billion for the period from April 2026 to April 2029.36 This current round of Integrated Settlements 
includes funding across several policy areas including transport, local infrastructure and housing. Government has 
defined ‘functional responsibilities’ to identify whether a funding line should be included in the Integrated 
Settlements. Notably they include: 

▪ Transport and local infrastructure: Working with their Local Highway Authorities on delivery of local transport 
capital projects, including but not limited to highways maintenance and small-scale renewals as well as 
transformational local projects 

▪ Housing and strategic planning: Delivery of capital investments to unlock additional housing and regeneration.37 

The current combined authorities are mainly centred on the larger cities and conurbations where a focus on 
investment in public transport and active travel is expected and consequently this is the focus of the Transport for 
City Regions (TCR) funding included in the Integrated Settlements. With the creation of new strategic authorities (or 
expansion of existing combined authorities) to cover the more rural parts of England it remains to be seen how this 
model will be adapted to meet the needs of growing towns like Warwick and Stratford-upon-Avon where a greater 
share of funding may need to be spent of developing the core local road network to unlock new growth sites. 

3.3.3 Homes England 

In the 2025 Spending Review, Homes England secured up to £46 billion to invest in communities across England 

over the next 5 years. The Investment Roadmap sets out how the agency intends to use these financial resources 

to deliver the priorities set out in the 5-year Strategic Plan:  

▪ At least £27 billion of the new £39 billion 10- year Social and Affordable Homes Programme 

▪ Up to £16 billion of debt, equity and guarantees deployed via the new National Housing Bank and underpinned 

by the Financial Transaction Control Framework 

 

34 Green light for over 50 road and rail upgrades supporting over 39,000 new homes and 42,000 jobs - GOV.UK 
35 Major Road Network and Large Local Majors Programmes: programme investment planning - GOV.UK 
36 Integrated Settlement: what the funding means for the West Midlands 
37 Functional responsibilities for the Integrated Settlements 2026 to 2030 - GOV.UK 

https://www.gov.uk/government/news/green-light-for-over-50-road-and-rail-upgrades-supporting-over-39000-new-homes-and-42000-jobs
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/major-road-network-and-large-local-majors-programmes-investment-planning/major-road-network-and-large-local-majors-programmes-investment-planning-guidance#large-local-majors
https://www.wmca.org.uk/what-we-do/integrated-settlement/
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/functional-responsibilities-for-the-integrated-settlements-2026-to-2030/functional-responsibilities-for-the-integrated-settlements-2026-to-2030
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▪ Government will also provide us with a share of £5 billion capital grant funding to unlock land, tackle viability 

challenges and support the provision of enabling infrastructure — including support for new towns.38 

The Investment Roadmap also highlights the need for delivery partners and includes a commitment to ramp up 

discussions and engagement with partners to explore how housing delivery can be maximised. As noted in Section 

2.4, there is a clear opportunity to engage with Homes England and seek their support (financially and more 

generally) in relation to the proposed LMA Garden Village development. In line with previous years, it is understood 

that Homes England’s funding could be used to directly fund their own activities or that of partner organisations. 

With respect to infrastructure delivery this could include capital grants or loans (HIF) for both scheme development 

and delivery. 

3.3.4 Developer contributions  

Given the indicated dependency of future phases of development at LMA on the W3 Western Corridor proposals, it 

would be reasonable to expect that developer contributions will ultimately play an important role in funding the 

scheme. The primary mechanisms available for capturing developer contributions are: 

▪ Section 106 (S106) payments: the scope of these are normally agreed on an individual basis with each planning 

application, but a framework S106 agreement is also possible which could set out the expected contribution rates 

for the main developers at the LMA and how the funds would be utilised. S106 payments are triggered based on 

agreed development thresholds and can be used for investment in community infrastructure and as a funding 

recovery mechanism where public authorities have paid for infrastructure in advance of housing delivery. A key 

feature of S106 is that it can only be used to fund expenditure on items that relate directly to the development in 

question, fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the development, and necessary to make the 

development acceptable in planning terms. Such items may be identified in the Local Plan, a Supplementary 

Planning Document, or as part of the planning application process. 

▪ CIL: CIL payments are collected at an agreed rate for housing completions and other developments at the local 

authority level, although different rates can be applied on a geographical basis. SDC is currently the CIL authority 

for the area with details of the CIL scheme published on its website.39 Unlike S106, CIL funds are not tied to 

specific infrastructure delivery but may be invested at the CIL authority’s discretion on a range of projects. 

Currently a portion of CIL monies received by SDC are dispersed to the Parish and Town Councils within which 

the development is occurring. 

If it is the case that the relief road is required before any major phases of new LMA development can be completed 

or occupied, then most developer contributions would be received following infrastructure construction. The scheme 

promoter would therefore need to obtain capital funding from other sources to deliver the scheme, and then recover 

a portion of this funding – most likely through S106 agreements. 

Given the greater flexibility in how CIL funds can be used, CIL could provide part of the funding mix in the short term 

to progress scheme optioneering and design work. This would be subject to the acceptance of the project on the 

CIL Infrastructure List where it would be considered funding alongside other priorities. 

3.3.5 LLDC / LUDC funding arrangements 

If established, an Locally Led Development Corporation (LLDC) / Locally Led Urban Development Corporation 

(LUDC) would potentially have other fundraising powers. Apart from receiving capital grants and loans from 

 

38 Homes England investment roadmap — December 2025 (HTML) - GOV.UK 
39 Community Infrastructure Levy | Stratford-on-Avon District Council 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/homes-england-investment-roadmap-december-2025/homes-england-investment-roadmap-december-2025-html
https://www.stratford.gov.uk/planning-building/community-infrastructure-levy-2.cfm
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Government / Homes England, a Development Corporation is likely to have borrowing powers to fund their statutory 

purposes linked to the scope for financial recovery from developers through future land sales and/or S106 receipts. 

However, in practise this may not be a materially different position to Homes England or a JV taking on the financial 

risk. As outlined in Section 2.5, the business case for a Development Corporation would need to set out clearly why 

development objectives cannot be achieved by other non-statutory options.  

3.4 Conclusions 

3.4.1 Short-term funding options 

The short-term funding requirement aligns with the potential delivery arrangements for the LMA Garden Village and 

off-site infrastructure over the next 2-3 years as discussed in Section 2.6.1. Funding is likely to be required to produce 

technical evidence needed to support the SWLP through examination including further development and assessment 

of options for highways and public transport infrastructure. 

This review of funding sources has noted that: 

▪ Access to DfT funding for new local road schemes is very limited with no clarity as to whether or when applications 

for new pipeline funding will be accepted 

▪ It is uncertain whether future DfT local roads funding will be channelled through the Integrated Settlements of the 

proposed strategic authorities, and in any case such funding would not be available until 2028 or 2029 at the 

earliest 

▪ Homes England has access to significant Government funding from April 2026, and the agency are understood 

to be actively seeking partners to assist with meeting the targets set out in the 5-year Strategic Plan. 

While a watching brief should be maintained for any DfT funding announcements, it is evident that the main 

opportunity for short-term funding lies with Homes England. However, in line with comments in Section 2.4, this is 

likely to be dependent on: 

▪ Homes England being convinced of the LMA Garden Village proposals and agreeing to enter in some form of 

partnership or funding agreement with SDC / WCC  

▪ The prospects of delivering a W3 Western Corridor relief road substantially earlier than 2040 if this is required to 

unlock future phases of LMA development within the SWLP plan period. 

3.4.2 Long-term funding options 

Post SWLP adoption, funding would be required to complete scheme planning and design processes prior to 

construction of the scheme, potentially in the mid-2030s. As noted in Section 3.2.4, the planning and design phase 

could comprise around 15% of total project costs, with the remaining 85% being spent in the construction phase. 

At this stage, it is unclear whether Homes England would be able to directly take on the financial risk associated with 

delivering the W3 Western Corridor proposals in addition to the LMA itself. However, it may be willing to provide 

financial support (grants or loans) to a future unitary authority for this purpose. Financial support from the future 

strategic authority or DfT could also play an important role in the overall funding mix. The scope for funding recovery 

and recycling will also be a key consideration.  
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4. Consenting and land strategy 

4.1 Purpose of consenting review 

The purpose of this review is to inform the wider delivery strategy for the Stratford-upon-Avon Highway scheme (the 

‘scheme’). It seeks to confirm both the consenting routes available to permit the scheme, and the requirements and 

processes associated with these suitable routes that must be adhered to. The review also serves to provide an outline 

of expected timelines associated with the preferred consenting approach. 

4.2 Overview of consenting review 

This section firstly reviews the existing consenting advice for previous design options considered. Additionally, the 

section reviews and assesses the various potential consenting approaches in which to gain planning permission for 

the ‘scheme’, on the assumption that the western corridor (W3) currently under consideration is to be taken forward 

for further optioneering and development. This option currently falls within the administrative boundary of WCC and 

SDC. Another assumption is that by the time planning permission is sought for the scheme, WCC would no longer be 

the highways authority. Instead, a new unitary authority assuming responsibility for all services that currently sit with 

the county and district councils including both planning and transportation is expected to be in place from April 2028. 

This authority would become the new Highway Authority and the Local Planning Authority. 

The review is based on the preliminary proposed layout for preferred Option W3. The following key considerations 

have been addressed: 

▪ Whether the proposed works constitute “development” under Section 55 of the Town and Country Planning Act 

1990 (TCPA 1990). 

▪ If the works do constitute development, whether they qualify as permitted development (PD) under The Town and 

Country Planning (General Permitted Development) (England) Order 2015 (GPDO 2015). 

▪ The suitability of a traditional TCPA 1990 application to consent the proposed works. 

▪ The extent to which the proposed works satisfy the criteria to be classed as a Nationally Significant Infrastructure 

Project (NSIP) and can therefore be consented via a Development Consent Order (DCO) application under the 

Planning Act 2008. 

▪ Whether powers under the Highways Act 1980 can be used as an alternative consenting path. 

4.3 Review of previous consenting position 

This sub-section reviews the consenting text for delivering the relief road option via the preferred consenting approach 

in the Housing Infrastructure Fund – Forward Funding Business Case Questions40 document. The preferred approach 

was for WCC to deliver the relief road in its capacity as the Highway Authority via a Section 278 Agreement with the 

developer. 

Under this option the intention was for WCC to enter into a Section 278 Highways Act 1980 Agreement with CALA 

Homes. The terms of the standard WCC Section 278 Agreement would be amended to reflect the scale of the project 

 

40 Ministry of Housing, Communities & Local Government and Homes England. Housing Infrastructure Fund – 

Forward Funding Business Case Questions (Accessed 28 January 2026) 
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and any grant awarded by HIF to the scheme. Under this approach CALA Homes would fund the cost of delivering 

the scheme, less any HIF grant allocated to WCC for the purpose of delivering the relief road. 

The business case was ultimately not successful, although it is assumed that the consenting route above would have 

been selected had the business case secured approval. 

Now of relevance to the scheme is the identified need to deliver more homes in support of the proposed LMA Garden 

Village. Issues relating to cost and its contentious nature involving stakeholders were identified with the previously 

safeguarded route. The design now proposes a different, longer route however it is not necessarily the case that the 

Section 278 agreement outlined above is no longer the right option. It now also depends on which body is going take 

responsibility for delivering the scheme, with uncertainty over WCC’s role in this. It is possible that the new unitary 

authority would both promote the scheme as the applicant and also act as the relevant local planning authority, unless 

another body (such as Homes England, a joint venture or development corporation) agree to take responsibility for 

the Scheme given its link to the proposed LMA Garden Village and identified need to deliver more homes.  

More recently, the preferred consenting approach outlined in the Stratford-upon-Avon Environmental Appraisal41 is 

to submit a full planning application for the scheme (regardless of preferred option) with the caveat that this should 

be monitored alongside option and design development and reviewed in light of programme, funding, and contractor 

procurement route.  

The appraisal justifies this preference due to the scheme exceeding the Schedule 2 criteria under the TCPA 

Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) Regulations and potentially constituting EIA development therefore requiring 

a Screening Opinion to be sought to determine this. It then states that: “If EIA is required, the Environmental Statement 

must assess the full scope of likely significant effects, which necessitates detailed design and technical information 

at the application stage, that would normally be deferred to Reserve Matters. This requirement removes the practical 

benefit of pursuing an outline application even for less environmentally sensitive routes, such as W3, because the 

level of design and technical assessment that would need to be fully addressed at the outline stage would reduce the 

practical benefits of pursuing that route.” 

This consenting and land strategy maintains this position that a full planning application should be submitted should 

the TCPA 1990 approach be used, along with a relevant Highways Act 1980 agreement(s). It also outlines an 

approach to the acquisition of land required for the Scheme. 

The ongoing optioneering of the W3 corridor combined with uncertainty over scheme ownership provides justification 

for further review and assessment of potential approaches to securing consent for the scheme, given the emergence 

of Option W3 as the preferred corridor route. 

4.4 Relevant legislation for preferred Option W3 

4.4.1 The Town and Country Planning (General Permitted 
Development) (England) Order 2015 

Through the below legislation highways authorities are presented with a number of PD rights, which allows them to 

do certain works without consent. 

 

41 Stratford Upon Avon Environmental Appraisal 
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Schedule 2, Part 9, Class A (‘Development relating to roads’) of the GPDO 201542 provides the key legislation, stating 

that PD for development by highways authorities includes the carrying out of development which: 

a. “on land within the boundaries of a road, of any works required for the maintenance or improvement of the 

road, where such works involve development by virtue of section 55(2)(b) of the Act; or 

b. on land outside but adjoining the boundary of an existing highway of works required for or incidental to the 

maintenance or improvement of the highway.” 

4.4.2 Town and Country Planning Act 1990 

As an overview, a TCPA 1990 application is required if the work being carried out/proposed meets the statutory 

definition of ‘development’ set out Section 55(1) in the TCPA 1990:  

“The carrying out of building, engineering, mining or other operations in, on, over or under land, or the making 

of any material change in the use of any buildings or other land.”43 

Section 57 of the TCPA 1990 directs that all operations or works falling within the statutory definition of ‘development’ 

require planning permission44. 

However, Section 55(2)(b) excludes certain activities from this definition, including: 

“The carrying out on land within the boundaries of a road by a highway authority of any works required for the 

maintenance or improvement of the road but, in the case of any such works which are not exclusively for the 

maintenance of the road, not including any works which may have significant adverse effects on the 

environment.” 

Works by statutory undertakers (e.g. water, gas, electricity companies) for inspection or repair of infrastructure are 

also excluded. 

Accordingly, works to existing road infrastructure carried out by a highway’s authority within the boundaries of a road 

do not constitute development. In contrast, new infrastructure works forming part of the wider route within the Scheme 

are classified as development and would require planning permission under the TCPA 1990. 

4.4.3 Planning Act 2008 

It is necessary to confirm whether the scheme meets the criteria for a NSIP with reference to Section 22 of the 

Planning Act 200845, as amended by Article 3 of the Highway and Railway (Nationally Significant Infrastructure 

Projects) Order 2013 (as amended by the 2015 Act). This is primarily based on the works comprising a highway 

‘construction’ ‘alteration’ or ‘improvement’ scheme, the highway being located in England, and the strategic highways 

company being the highway authority for the proposed highway. If it is considered to be a ‘construction’ or an 

‘alteration’, a key consideration and its potential determination to be a DCO is the area of development. If the scheme 

 

42 The Town and Country Planning (General Permitted Development) (England) Order 2015. Schedule 2 Part 9. 

Online. Available at: https://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2015/596/schedule/2/part/9 (Accessed 26 January 2026) 
43 Town and Country Planning Act 1990. Section 55. Online. Available at: 

https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/1990/8/section/55 (Accessed 26 January 2026)  
44 Town and Country Planning Act 1990. Section 57. Online. Available at: 

https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/1990/8/section/57 (Accessed 27 January 2026 
45 Planning Act 2008. Section 22. Online. Available at: https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2008/29/section/22 

(Accessed 26 January 2026) 

https://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2015/596/schedule/2/part/9
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/1990/8/section/55
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/1990/8/section/57
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2008/29/section/22
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is to be considered a ‘construction’ or ‘alteration’ of a motorway it would need to exceed a 12.5 hectare threshold. 

Note that the area must be correctly defined, and the 12.5 hectare threshold excludes temporary compounds unless 

explicitly included.  Exceeding this threshold would ensure that the scheme would amount to an NSIP and would 

therefore be subject to a DCO application. If it was considered an ‘improvement’ it does not have a threshold but if 

the ‘improvement’ is likely to have a significant effect it would be considered to be a DCO application. 

4.4.4 Highways Act 1980 

The Highways Act 1980 provides the legal basis for obtaining permission to construct a new highway and have it 

recognised as a public road. It allows developers or landowners to work with the local highway authority through 

formal legal mechanisms. The Act also enables highways to be created through dedication of land, either by 

agreement or long public use, and gives authorities powers to approve the layout, design, drainage, lighting, and 

safety features of the proposed highway. In some cases, it allows land to be acquired compulsorily if required for 

highway construction. Overall, the Act ensures that new highways are properly authorised, safely designed, funded 

by the developer where appropriate, and integrated into the wider highway network for long‑term public use and 

management. 

4.5 Use of PD powers for elements of the scheme with 
below options for the remainder 

4.5.1 Overview 

This consenting option seeks to capitalise on any available PD rights for certain elements of the scheme, which are 

afforded to Highways England and highways authorities through GPDO 2015. The remainder of the Scheme would 

likely be subject to either a DCO or Highways Act 1980 application, with this being dependent on the scale of the 

remaining aspects of the Scheme which do not benefit from PD rights. PD rights can be used even if other parts of 

the scheme require TCPA 1990 consent. 

4.5.2 Environmental Impact Assessment 

PD rights can be used for works that do not trigger EIA, and can be justified in their use where appropriate through 

an EIA Screening Opinion. However, there will be a requirement to demonstrate that the potential areas of PD are 

not classed as EIA development under The Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) 

Regulations 2017 (the ‘TCPA EIA Regulations’)46, and will be physically and functionally separate from the larger 

remaining element of the Scheme (although do not need to be wholly independent). If not they will not be allowed to 

progress and will require consent. This is because the ability to rely on PD rights as a consenting mechanism is 

removed if works are judged to constitute EIA development. 

The larger remainder of the scheme would be subject to EIA as per the assumption that a DCO or TCPA 1990 

application would be submitted to gain consent for these works.  

4.5.3 Suitability 

The use of PD powers could unlock the potential to open up a small area of the scheme to be implemented prior to a 

consent relating to the larger remainder of the Scheme. However, it is unlikely that this consenting route would result 

 

46 The Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2017. Schedule 2. Online. 

Available at: https://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2017/571/contents (Accessed 29 January 2026) 

https://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2017/571/contents
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in a significant gain in terms of the scale of the Scheme which would benefit from PD rights. One exception to this 

would be cases where there is an urgent need to commence critical, minor enabling work in advance of the main 

construction period. In this case, there would then be a need to obtain a Screening Opinion to confirm whether 

enabling works situated within highway land fall outside EIA thresholds, can be decoupled from the main construction 

works, and can therefore be carried out as PD. 

In terms of legislation, Part 9 Class A of the GPDO 2015 requires the works to be on land within the boundaries of a 

road, or to be incidental to the maintenance or improvement of the highway and adjoining the boundary. Accordingly, 

new infrastructure works carried out by a highways authority forming part of the wider route within the Scheme are 

classified as development and would require planning permission under the TCPA 1990. It is also important to 

demonstrate that the use of PD rights is not ‘salami slicing’ the scheme in an attempt to circumvent the requirement 

for EIA and exposure to other scrutiny or requirements. Any works not decoupled from scheme but which are instead 

brought forward in advance, could be viewed by the determining body as ‘salami-slicing’ the overall programme of 

works by relying on PD rights and potentially avoiding the need to consider EIA.  

The ability to rely on PD rights as a consenting mechanism is removed if works are judged to constitute EIA 

development as per the TCPA EIA Regulations. This is the deciding factor as to the feasibility of using PD rights as 

given the scheme as a whole is likely to constitute EIA development, the use of PD rights, including for minor works 

which would almost certainly be intrinsically linked to the wider EIA scheme, is not materially feasible unless such 

minor works are decoupled from the Scheme although this is very unlikely.   

4.6 Town and Country Planning Act 1990 

4.6.1 Overview 

As the scheme constitutes development, an application would be made through the TCPA 1990 as this is offline 

works. If other orders or CPO powers are required there will still be a need to implement elements of the Highways 

Act 1980. The TCPA 1990 application route is only possible on the basis that the scale of the development falls below 

the 12.5 hectare threshold for the construction/alteration of a highway that triggers a DCO. Given the analysis in this 

section, the TCPA 1990 is the default and expected mechanism for consenting the scheme, unless it changes 

materially. 

4.6.2 Environmental Impact Assessment 

As part of the application under the TCPA 1990, a single EIA will be required to form part of the submission. This is 

based on the assumption that the Scheme will be considered Schedule 2 EIA development under the TCPA EIA 

Regulations, therefore requiring an Environmental Statement (ES) to be prepared. The validity of this assumption can 

be tested through the adoption of an EIA Screening Opinion by the Secretary of State. Preliminary or conceptual 

design is deemed sufficient to submit an EIA Screening Opinion request. Confirmation that the Scheme constitutes 

EIA development strengthens the case for a full TCPA 1990 submission rather than using phased PD rights as EIA 

removes the ability to rely on these rights.  

The determination period for a major development TCPA 1990 application is 13 weeks, or 16 weeks if the 

development is subject to an EIA. This period may be extended further should the Local Planning Authority (LPA) 

require additional information. 
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4.6.3 Suitability 

Policy non-compliance could mean the application could be referred to Secretary of State and may require a call in 

Inquiry should the Secretary of State choose to. This will result in delays in the programme in terms of gaining consent. 

This should be considered when weighing up the suitability of pursuing an application under the TCPA 1990. 

If an application for the scheme be made under the TCPA 1990 before the introduction of unitary authorities by April 

2028, this would need to transfer to the new unitary authority once formed. During the transition from a two-tier system 

(county and district councils) to a new unitary authority, the responsibility for TCPA 1990 typically rests with 

the existing district councils until the new authority formally takes over. At this point all TCPA functions transfer to the 

new unitary authority, including responsibility for planning applications. Any applications still in progress on that date 

transfer automatically to the new authority, which then completes the determination. Statutory consents also pass 

through automatically through statutory vesting under the reorganisation legislation, ensuring seamless continuity of 

permissions, rights, and obligations when a new unitary authority replaces district and county councils. 

If the incoming unitary authority requires early certainty over the proposed scheme, then a TCPA 1990 application 

might be more favourable than a DCO application due to shorter timescales involved.  However, the new unitary 

authority may not wish to take on such a scheme, therefore a change in local government structure also poses a 

potential risk to the Scheme with regards to who is actually responsible for it. This favours a DCO approach to securing 

consent as a DCO removes the local authority as the determining body. 

4.7 Development Consent Order 

4.7.1 Overview 

This consenting route involves the submission of a single DCO. It is assumed that the highway associated with 

preferred Option W3 is to be located wholly within England and that the land area requirement for the scheme is a 

minimum of 32.2 hectares. 

The majority of the preferred Option W3 is expected to be limited to the local highways network for which WCC is the 

Highways Authority responsible for its operation and maintenance. Should the Scheme proceed with preferred Option 

W3, the route would also need to connect to the A46 west of Stratford Upon Avon, and this may involve changes to 

existing infrastructure here. In the Stratford-upon-Avon area, the A46 is the only road which is part of the SRN 

managed by National Highways as the strategic highways company. 

The DCO application route is only possible on the basis that, as per Section 22 of the Planning Act 2008, in cases of 

construction of a highway or alteration to a highway: 

▪ the highway is wholly in England,  

▪ the Secretary of the Secretary of State [or a strategic highways company] is the highway authority for the highway, 

and 

▪ the area of development is greater than 12.5 hectares. 

 

In cases of improvement of highway, the DCO application route is only possible on the basis that: 

▪ the highway is wholly in England,  

▪ the Secretary of the Secretary of State [or a strategic highways company] is the highway authority for the highway, 

and 

▪ the improvement is likely to have a significant effect on the environment. 
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As part of the Order, it is possible for the promoter to request that the Secretary of State becomes the highway 

authority for the Scheme. The promoter must include a provision in the draft DCO transferring highway authority status 

for the new road to the Secretary of State, subject to the Secretary of State’s agreement, this would therefore satisfy 

the relevant criteria within Section 22 of the Planning Act 2008 as outlined above. 

4.7.2 Environmental Impact Assessment 

The Infrastructure Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2017 (as amended) (the ‘Infrastructure 

Planning EIA Regulations’)47 establish the circumstances under which an EIA would be required to accompany an 

application for a DCO. 

Regulation 3(1)(a) defines EIA Development as either a project falling within one of the descriptions of development 

set out in Schedule 1 or a project falling within one of the descriptions set out in Schedule 2 which would be likely to 

have significant effects on the environment. 

The Scheme does not meet the 10 km threshold and would therefore not be defined as Schedule 1 development for 

the purposes of the Infrastructure Planning EIA Regulations. 

The “construction of roads” comes under Schedule 2 (10)(f) of the Infrastructure Planning EIA Regulations. Therefore, 

should the Scheme be likely to give rise to significant environmental impacts, the Scheme would be EIA Development. 

Under Regulation 8(1), the applicant may either ask the Secretary of State to adopt a Screening Opinion or notify the 

Secretary of State in writing that it intends to provide an ES to accompany its DCO application. 

4.7.3 Suitability 

Given WCC is the current, assumed Highways Authority for the scheme but is not classed as the Secretary of State  

or as a strategic highways company (as required in Section 22 of the Planning Act 2008), the parts of preferred Option 

W3 falling within the local highways network do not currently fulfil the NSIP criteria under Section 22 of the Planning 

Act 2008 which allow them to be consented via DCO. These elements of the Scheme are not part of the SRN 

(therefore National Highways being the highway authority), neither is the Secretary of State the highways authority 

for the highway at present. 

However, the construction/alteration of the scheme could be promoted through a DCO under the criteria of Section 

22, even if the asset is not part of the SRN, provided that the Secretary of State is the highway authority for the 

proposed highway. This can occur if the promoter requests this highway authority status to be transferred to the 

Secretary of State in the Order, subject to the Secretary of State’s agreement. Therefore, delivery via DCO is not 

automatically ruled out. Based on a minimum land requirement of 32.2 ha, the Scheme meets the 12.5 ha threshold 

for construction/alteration of a highway under Section 22 of the Planning Act 2008.  

Ultimately, assuming a minimum land requirement of 32.2 ha, the use of Section 22 to consent the Scheme via DCO 

depends on whether the Secretary of State becomes the highway authority as stipulated in any approved Order. 

Given the likelihood of this is currently unknown, the use of a DCO under Section 22 Planning Act 2008 is theoretically 

possible but considered riskier and more unlikely than securing consent via a TCPA 1990 application.  

 

47 The Infrastructure Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2017. Online. Available at: 

https://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2017/572/contents (Accessed 29 January 2026) 

https://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2017/572/contents
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This route may appeal particularly to Homes England being a potential promoter for the scheme as, with the Secretary 

of State as the highway authority, they would be able to bypass planning obstacles at the local authority level and 

follow the DCO process. 

There may be changes to existing infrastructure when connecting preferred Option W3 to the A46 west of Stratford 

Upon Avon. However, it is assumed that the area of these alteration works would not exceed the relevant 12.5 hectare 

threshold therefore while wholly in England and managed by National Highways as a strategic highways company, 

the criteria for NSIP under Section 22 of the Planning Act 2008 are not fully met and this aspect of the Scheme could 

not be consented as a DCO. 

4.8 Highways Act 1980 

4.8.1 Overview 

This is not a traditional consenting route but more of an agreement once the delivery of the scheme is complete as to 

the adoption of new highways, or if modifications to existing highways are required. This occurs between the local 

highway authority and the promoter of the scheme. 

Section 38 of the Highways Act 198048 covers the adoption of new roads and public highways, transferring 

responsibility from the developer to the local highway authority once constructed to standard. A Section 278 

Agreement under the Highways Act 198049 authorises physical alterations or improvements to the existing public 

highway network (e.g., creating new junctions, traffic calming). 

Further investigations would be required in parallel with WCC Transportation Team to establish the appropriate use 

of the Highways Act and how relevant it is to the Scheme. 

4.8.2 Environmental Impact Assessment 

The Scheme is likely to be classed as a ‘construction’ project, whereby the “construction of a new road of four or more 

lanes, or realignment and/or widening of an existing road of two lanes or less so as to provide four or more lanes, 

where such new road, or realigned and/or widened section of road, would be 10 kilometres or more in a continuous 

length” under Annex I (7)(c) of the EIA Directive50 would result in mandatory EIA. 

As the maximum length of the scheme is 5.63km, it instead falls within the Annex II. This triggers the need to assess 

the likelihood of the scheme having significant environmental effects based on the criteria set out in Annex III, and 

therefore whether the scheme is EIA development and requires an ES to be prepared. The criteria in Annex III relates 

to the following: 

▪ Characteristics of development 

 

48 Highways Act 1980. Section 38. Online. Available at: https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/1980/66/section/38 

(Accessed 05 February 2026) 
49 Highways Act 1980. Section 278. Online. Available at: https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/1980/66/section/278 

(Accessed 05 February 2026). 
50 Standards for Highways. LA102 Screening projects for Environmental Impact Assessment. Online. Available at: 

https://www.standardsforhighways.co.uk/tses/attachments/by-attachment-id/a9b18ac3-5bee-4ef7-a20d-

07690f386705?inline=true (Accessed 30 January 2026) 

https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/1980/66/section/278
https://www.standardsforhighways.co.uk/tses/attachments/by-attachment-id/a9b18ac3-5bee-4ef7-a20d-07690f386705?inline=true
https://www.standardsforhighways.co.uk/tses/attachments/by-attachment-id/a9b18ac3-5bee-4ef7-a20d-07690f386705?inline=true
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▪ Location of development 

▪ Types and characteristics of the potential impact 

Should the scheme be categorised as EIA development and therefore require environmental assessment, the 

Highways Act 1980 cannot be used to authorise new offline road construction.  

4.8.3 Suitability 

The Highways Act 1980 is not a consenting route for the scheme in the same way as the use of PD rights, a TCPA 

1990 application or a DCO are. The Highways Act 1980 cannot be used to deliver the scheme independently because 

it lacks the necessary provisions for land use planning, environmental protection, funding, and traffic management 

required for the scheme. It cannot be used to obtain planning consent for the Scheme and is only relevant for 

authorising road adoption agreements (Section 38) and alteration/improvement works to existing highways (Section 

278). This legislation is also not suitable for highway works remote from the existing public highway (‘offline’). 

Therefore, use of the Highways Act 1980 would only be in support of a TCPA 1990 application highlighted above 

through the creation of agreement(s) and cannot replace the TCPA 1990 process. 

4.9 Land acquisition strategy 

The acquisition, either voluntary or compulsory, of land required by the scheme would be dealt with separately and 

only following the issue of a planning consent. The Secretary of State is responsible for ratifying Compulsory Purchase 

Orders (CPO) as the confirming authority.  

In the unlikely case PD rights could be used for minor aspects of the scheme, the GPDO 2015 does not afford 

compulsory purchase powers when utilising PD rights to consent proposed development. 

CPO powers are not included within the TCPA 1990 application process nor are they part of an approval. This could 

result in the requirement for a CPO Inquiry which itself cannot begin until TCPA 1990 permission is granted. Section 

226 of the TCPA 199051 empowers local authorities to compulsorily acquire land to facilitate development, 

redevelopment, or improvement. This takes the form of a CPO (separate to the TCPA 1990 application) if the 

acquisition is required for proper planning or to facilitate development, even if the authority does not intend to 

undertake the development themselves. The CPO process useful in unlocking development sites where land 

assembly would otherwise be impossible. The use of such powers must be authorised by the Secretary of State, which 

if delayed, is an example of where significant ramifications on the programme for delivery could occur.  

The different stages of the TCPA 1990 planning application and CPO processes overlap to a degree. Approximate 

timelines for obtaining a CPO once a TCPA 1990 planning consent has been secured are as follows: 

▪ Preparation of CPO (1-3 months) – the acquiring authority formally resolves to use powers, gathers detailed 

ownership information (land referencing), prepares the Statement of Reasons (SoR), and publishes the CPO. 

This should occur during the determination period, from the day that the TCPA 1990 application is validated.  

▪ Objection period (minimum 21-28 days) - notices are served on affected parties, who have a minimum of 21 days 

to submit objections to the Secretary of State. This should overlap with the last few weeks of the TCPA 1990 

application determination period. 

▪ CPO Inquiry (4-9 months) – the Secretary of State reviews objections. If not withdrawn, a Public Inquiry is called. A 

TCPA 1990 application decision should be in place before the CPO Inquiry commences. 

 

51 Town and Country Planning Act 1990. Section 226. Online. Available at: 

https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/1990/8/section/226 (Accessed 03 February 2026) 

https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/1990/8/section/226
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▪ Inspector’s Report and confirming authority decision (2-6 months) - following the inquiry, an inspector prepares a 

report and recommendations. The Secretary of State as the confirming authority issues a decision to confirm, 

modify, or reject the CPO, which can take 2–6 months post-inquiry.  

▪ Post-decision and legal challenge (6 weeks) - the authority publishes the confirmation notice. There is a 6-week 

period for legal challenge in the High Court.  

▪ Implementation and Possession (3-6 months+) - Once confirmed and the 6-week challenge period has passed, 

the authority can take possession. 

Through the DCO route, Compulsory Acquisition (CA) powers will be included as part of the process. Under the 

Planning Act 2008 those promoting NSIPs are able to seek powers of compulsory acquisition. Section 122 of the 

Planning Act 2008 states that an order granting development consent may include provision authorising the 

compulsory acquisition of land if the relevant Secretary of State is satisfied that the land is required for the stated 

purpose52 and authorises the takeover of the land. Furthermore, there is a requirement for a compelling case in the 

public interest for the land to be acquired compulsorily.  

Unlike traditional CPOs, the DCO process involves a pre-application consultation, followed by an examination by the 

Planning Inspectorate, which may include hearings where objections are considered. The final decision to grant the 

DCO and authorize compulsory acquisition rests with the relevant Secretary of State. Landowners are entitled to 

compensation based on the market value of the property, disregarding any increase in value caused by the scheme 

itself. Affected parties can submit representations during the examination process. If a DCO is granted, legal 

challenges can only be made in the High Court within six weeks on specific legal or procedural grounds. After the 

DCO is approved, the acquiring authority can take possession of the land through a "notice of entry" or "general 

vesting declaration". Any successful legal challenge risks delaying the Scheme’s programme of delivery. 

Should Homes England promote the scheme, they may favour a DCO approach given more certain timelines, the 

ability to combine multiple consents into one, and access to stronger compulsory purchase powers. A DCO offers a 

consolidated approach for large-scale, mixed-use schemes that avoids local political interference. These are benefits 

over a TCPA 1990 / Highways Act 1980 application. 

CPO powers are not included as part of an agreement under the Highways Act 1980. It is recommended that TCPA 

1990 planning application approval is secured first before arranging necessary Section 38/Section 278 Agreements 

under the Highways Act 1980 in parallel with the remaining stages of the CPO process. They support the deliverability 

case behind a CPO by demonstrating that the necessary access and highway solutions are viable. 

Voluntary acquisition would likely result in significant time savings due to simpler legal and procedural requirements 

associated with taking over land via mutual agreement rather than compulsorily. In terms of land acquisition, voluntary 

means should be considered first, with CPO the fall back position. 

 

 

52 Planning Act 2008. Section 122. Online. Available at: https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2008/29/section/122 

(Accessed 27 January 2026) 

https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2008/29/section/122
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4.10 Summary and recommendations 

4.10.1 Consenting 

Table 4-1 below summarises the consenting routes considered above before outlining a preferred approach to 

securing planning permission and land acquisition for the proposed scheme. 

 

Table 4-1 – Summary of considered legislation 

Legislation Key detail Compulsory 

purchase 

powers 

Overall 

suitability 

Benefits Constraints 

PD rights ▪ Useful where there is 

an urgent need to 

commence critical 

enabling work in 

advance of the main 

construction period. 

 

▪ Insignificant gain in 

terms of the scale of the 

Scheme which would 

benefit from the use of 

these rights as generally 

suited to more minor 

works. 

▪ Works not decoupled 

from Scheme could be 

viewed by the 

determining body as 

‘salami-slicing’ the 

scheme in an attempt to 

circumvent the 

requirement for EIA and 

exposure to other 

scrutiny or 

requirements. 

▪ PD rights removed if 

development is EIA. 

No compulsory 

purchase 

powers. 

Very 

unlikely to 

be suitable. 

TCPA 1990 

application 

▪ Confirmation that the 

Scheme constitutes 

EIA development 

strengthens the case 

for a full TCPA 1990 

submission over using 

PD rights. 

▪ Statutory vesting 

seamlessly transitions 

responsibility of TCPA 

1990 applications to 

new determining body. 

▪ If an incoming unitary 

authority requires early 

certainty over the 

▪ Able to be called in by 

the Secretary of State 

which could delay 

programme. 

▪ Some delay/uncertainty 

may occur in the initial 

period after a new 

unitary authority takes 

over after the scheduled 

local government 

reorganisation. 

No compulsory 

purchase 

powers, CPO 

Inquiry cannot 

begin until 

permission 

granted. 

Most 

suitable. 
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proposed scheme, then 

a TCPA 1990 

application might be 

more favourable than a 

DCO application due to 

shorter timescales 

involved. 

DCO  ▪ Often more certain 

timescales than a 

TCPA 1990 / Highways 

Act 1980 application. 

▪ Able to combine 

multiple consents into 

one. 

▪ Access to stronger 

compulsory purchase 

powers.  

▪ Consolidated approach 

for large-scale, mixed-

use schemes that 

avoids local political 

interference.  

▪ Removes the local 

authority as the 

determining body which 

mitigates impact of 

local government not 

wanting to take on the 

Scheme. 

 

▪ Potential for hearings 

may expose the scheme 

to national scrutiny 

rather than just local 

which may delay 

programme. 

▪ Requires confirmed 

minimum footprint to be 

considered as a Section 

22 NSIP. 

 

Compulsory 

purchase can 

be included 

within the 

Order. 

Suitable but 

riskier and 

more 

unlikely 

than a 

TCPA 1990 

application. 

Highways Act 

1980 Agreement 

(Section38/Section 

278) 

▪ Specific agreements 

can be established with 

highways authority e.g. 

regarding ownership of 

roads once complete. 

▪ Usually requires TCPA 

1990 planning 

permission first for the 

highway layout before 

Highways Act 190 

agreements (s.38/s.278) 

can permit the actual 

works. 

▪ Not suitable for highway 

works remote from the 

existing public highway. 

No compulsory 

purchase 

powers. 

Suitable 

following a 

TCPA 1990 

application. 

 

Given the above analysis and subsequent summary, the preferred consenting approach for the scheme is a single 

full planning application under the TCPA 1990 as the least risky and most likely consenting route, supported by a 

CPO once planning consent is secured. Highways Act agreements (Section38/Section278) at delivery-stage would 

also be required. 



 

 
 

  

090226 Draft Delivery Strategy and 
Cost Refinement 

Draft 1.0 
1.0 | 09 February 2026 48 

 
AtkinsRéalis - Sensitive / Sensible [FR] 

A full TCPA 1990 planning application, aligned with the high level of detail supplied in any ES as a result of a positive 

EIA Screening Opinion, is sufficient to secure the initial planning permission required for the Scheme. An outline 

planning permission is not recommended, because the level of design and technical assessment required by an ES 

would reduce the practical benefits of pursuing that consenting route. 

Additional agreement should then be secured under a Section 38/Section 278 Highways Act 1980 Agreement as 

appropriate, during the delivery stage of the Scheme. It is important that this agreement(s) supports the initial TCPA 

1990 application as it secures provisions for new highways to be adopted by the local highways authority and/or a 

legal agreement for existing highways to be permanently altered or improved, depending on which section is used. 

The Highways Act is not a consenting mechanism that can be used to obtain planning consent for the Scheme. They 

implement Section 38/Section 278 agreements usually made post-permission and are not part of the recommended 

consenting strategy. 

A TCPA 1990 approach must establish the parallel CPO inquiry process as it does not afford compulsory purchase 

powers on its own. CPO acts as a fallback position should voluntary acquisition fail. The separate process for obtaining 

a CPO should be initiated as soon as possible following a positive TCPA 1990 decision given the risk of delay to the 

Scheme’s programme and delivery as a result of having to obtain a CPO and address any complex legal/procedural 

requirements. Having these three elements within an overall consent increases the risk to scheme delivery in terms 

of delays to programme which could occur should any one component experience issues. Should necessary land be 

acquired via voluntary acquisition rather than compulsory purchase, the Scheme’s programme may benefit from 

significant time savings due to simpler legal and procedural requirements associated with taking over land via mutual 

agreement rather than compulsorily.  

Based on a minimum land requirement of 32.2 ha, the scheme meets the 12.5 ha threshold for construction/alteration 

of a highway under Section 22 of the Planning Act 2008 and therefore using a DCO to consent the scheme as an 

NSIP is applicable. However, use of Section 22 to consent the scheme via DCO depends on whether the Secretary 

of State becomes the highway authority as stipulated in any approved Order. Given the likelihood of this is currently 

unknown, the use of a DCO under Section 22 Planning Act 2008 is theoretically possible but considered riskier and 

more unlikely than securing consent via a TCPA 1990 application. Should minimum land requirement parameters 

change, the applicability of a DCO will need to be reassessed. 

The use of PD rights is generally considered unlikely to be feasible. 

It must be noted that the above preferred consenting approach is caveated by the need to establish the appropriate 

and relevant use of the Highways Act 1980 with the promoter of the scheme. 

4.10.2 Engagement 

Assuming plans for local government reorganisation go ahead, there will likely only be unitary authorities across 

England by the time planning consent is sought for preferred Option W3. Therefore it is anticipated that there will be 

one local highway authority for the Scheme to coordinate and engage with should a TCPA 1990 or Highways Act 

1980 application be used to consent the Scheme. 

Early engagement with this new unitary authority (or the existing local planning highways authority, whoever is 

responsible for the scheme) will be essential to agree on a shared approach to consultation and determination. This 

should take the form of a pre-application advice request submitted to the relevant LPA to initiate formal engagement 

and obtain written feedback on the environmental, design, and planning aspects of the Project.  

Although pre-application discussions are typically most effective once a preferred option has been identified, early 

engagement is encouraged to clarify the appropriate consenting route and support programme delivery. This will allow 

the LPA to be briefed on the emerging proposals and provide initial views on the route options under consideration. 
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To support effective coordination and programme management, the use of a Planning Performance Agreement 

(PPA) with the local planning/highways authority at the time of submission should be considered. A PPA would help 

establish clear timelines, roles, and expectations, particularly given the change in Scheme design and lengthened 

route since the business case was rejected in 2019. 

More broadly, inclusive and meaningful engagement with stakeholders and statutory consultees, where considered 

necessary, will ensure early identification of issues and concerns which will help to minimise objections and delays 

within the determination period irrespective of the consenting route used.  
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5. Planning for project delivery 

5.1 Overview 

This section outlines key considerations with respect project delivery for the W3 Western Corridor in terms of key 

stages and an indicative schedule for project delivery targeting completion of the relief road by 2035/36 (Section 5.2 

and 5.3). 

5.2 Key stages for project delivery 

The key stages for project delivery are outlined below. This is based on the stages identified within National 

Highways’ Project Control Framework (PCF) – while local highways schemes are not required to follow PCF it 

provides a suitable framework for the various processes required to deliver a new offline road, and starting point for 

project planning.  

 

  

Stage 1: 
Option 

identification 

This stage typically involves the establishment of transport and other project 

objectives, critical success factors and measures for success, along with 

identification and assessment of options. The scope of assessments should 

consider option performance against objectives, engineering / buildability, 

environmental / planning, stakeholder and cost / value for money aspects. A long 

list of options is sifted down to a short list. This stage may also include some 

stakeholder engagement to inform the assessment and short-listing process. 

Stage 2: 
Option 

selection 

This stage typically focusses on the selection of a preferred option from the short 

list to take forward to preliminary design and the consenting process. It usually 

involves more detailed technical appraisals of the options and may include a non-

statutory public consultation to inform the selection process. It is common for 

further option development to take place during this stage to address issues raised 

by stakeholder or technical assessments which could include consideration of 

alternative alignments prior to selection of the preferred option.  

Stage 3: 
Preliminary 

design 

During this stage a 3D preliminary design is developed which will include all the 

elements of the scheme including provisions for active travel, structures and 

earthworks, drainage and environmental mitigations. Environmental surveys are 

completed and technical documentation required for the planning application is 

produced including an Environmental Statement and Transport Assessment. If a 

DCO route is being followed a Statutory Consultation is required prior to 

submission of documents to the Secretary of State. 
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In practise, for a local authority roads scheme some of the stages may be combined, although noting that there 

would be key decision (go / no-go) points at: 

▪ Selection of the preferred option (end of Stage 2) 

▪ Prior to submission of a planning application (end of Stage 3) 

▪ Appointment of a main contractor (during Stage 5) 

▪ Prior to commencing construction (end of Stage 5). 

Combining Stages 1 and 2 may be appropriate if there are a limited number of feasible options and/or the short list 
stage is quickly reached. However, it is important that the option identification and selection process is properly 
evidenced and documented, and that stakeholders are provided reasonable opportunity to input to option selection, 
to reduce the risk of objections to the proposals at the consenting stage including potential legal challenge. 
Documenting consideration given to alternative options (including potential road alignments) and reasons for 
discounting them is strongly advised to reduce the risk of challenge. 

Currently, the project is at Stage 1. The Option Assessment Report (OAR) will present the initial option assessments 
based on the high-level western and eastern corridors, and conclusion that the W3 Western Corridor is the priority if 
the SWLP spatial strategy will include focus on the LMA. However, were the spatial strategy to change this would 
also affect the option selection process, and it would be necessary to review the corridor assessments and update 
the OAR.  

Following confirmation of the SWLP spatial strategy and corridor prioritisation, further work would be required to 
develop and appraise options for road alignment within the W3 corridor, including consideration of potential horizontal 
and vertical alignments, technical assessments, engineering and environmental assessments, transport modelling 
and development of cost estimates. Stakeholder engagement is also likely to be required including with landowners 
that may be affected and general public.  

Stage 4: 
Statutory 

procedures 
and powers 

This stage focusses on completion of the statutory planning processes, this is most 

likely to comprise an application under the TCPA. Under the TCPA route 

stakeholders would be able to comment on the application during the planning 

process. Additional documentation and modifications to the scheme may be 

required as part of these processes. If the TCPA route is followed, a separate CPO 

process will be required to gain the powers needed for land acquisition, including a 

potential Public Inquiry. 

Stage 5: 
Construction 
preparation 

This stage would include land acquisition, procurement and preparation of detailed 

designs, discharging any planning conditions and planning for the construction 

phase (Stage 6). It is possible that some activities will overlap with Stage 4, i.e. 

work could commence on procurement and detailed designs while statutory 

processes are being completed. At the end of this stage, following any required 

local authority or Government approvals there would be a formal commitment to 

construct. 

Stage 6: 
Construction, 

commissioning 
and handover 

The scheme would be constructed during this stage, followed by commissioning and 

handover of infrastructure to the relevant highway authority. 
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Once a preferred option is selected at the end of Stage 2, it should be noted that the promoting authority may be open 

to claims with respect to blight from affected landowners. 

As noted above, it may also be appropriate to overlap some activities in Stages 4 and 5 so that the scheme can move 

quickly to the construction phase once statutory powers are gained. However, there would be some degree of risk 

associated with this, particularly if there are strong outstanding objections to the proposals which could result in either 

a legal challenge to the planning decision or a Public Inquiry for CPO process. 

A further consideration is what (if any) formal business case approvals will be required from Government or other 

funding bodies such as Homes England or a future strategic authority. This is likely to depend on the delivery model 

and funding sources for the scheme but may require a Full Business Case approval prior to commencing construction, 

and potentially an Outline Business Case approval at an earlier stage (for example prior to submission of the planning 

application). 

5.3 Indicative schedule 

It was noted in Section 2.4 that delivery of the relief road as late as 2040 may prevent significant housing delivery at 
LMA for most of the forthcoming SWLP plan period. The financial analysis in Section 3.2 also indicated the impact 
on outturn costs and funding required of completion in 2040/41 compared to 2035/36 – with additional inflation 
increasing costs by 23%. It is therefore recommended that the delivery plan targets completion (with the new road 
open for traffic) in 2035/36. Table 7 presents an indicative schedule to achieve this with reference to the key stages 
outlined in Section 5.2. The indicative schedule assumes that the project will continue to be led by SDC/WCC / 
future unitary authority.  

Table 7 - Indicative schedule 

Year Stage(s) Activities 

2026/27 1 Option development and assessment (possible focus on northern section – 

see Section 6.2); inputs to SWLP Reg 19 submission 

2027/28 1 & 2 Option development and assessment (whole route); SWLP examination; 

potential public engagement or non-statutory consultation regarding scheme 

options 

2028/29 2 & 3 Confirmation of preferred option; commence environmental and topographic 

surveys, ground investigations and preliminary design 

2029/30 3 Complete preliminary design and documentation required for planning 

application including Environmental Statement; Commence pre-app process 

with the planning authority 

2030/31 4 Statutory processes: TCPA application 

2031/32 4 & 5 Commence CPO process following planning permission; Also commence 

procurement, surveys and detailed design 

2032/33 4 & 5 Complete CPO process (if required); complete land acquisition, procurement, 

surveys and detailed design 

2033/34 5 & 6 Final pre-construction approvals; commence construction 

2034/35 6 Construction 

2035/36 6 Construction, commissioning and handover (open for traffic) 
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It is evident from the above that some overlapping of activities would be required in order to complete construction 

by 2036/36, particularly at Stages 4 and 5. Key schedule risks could include: 

▪ Delays in securing funding from Homes England or other sources in a timely manner required to enable work to 

progress 

▪ Delays to the SWLP examination due to limited availability of planning inspectors and high volume of Local Plans 

being submitted in December 2026 – if this occurred work would need to continue on developing the W3 corridor 

options ahead of the SWLP examination 

▪ Problems encountered at SWLP examination such as challenges to the proposed spatial strategy, allocations at 

LMA and their dependency on a W3 corridor relief road – other parties may propose alternative development sites 

not dependent on the relief road 

▪ Public / stakeholder objections to the scheme including preferred alignment of the relief road, with a risk it 

becomes a political issue in the proposed May 2027 elections for a new unitary authority 

▪ Delays to local authority decision regarding the preferred option due to local government reorganisation – decision 

may be deferred while new unitary authority and decision-making processes are being established and/or due to 

focus on other priorities. This might also affect spending approvals required to progress the next stage of work 

▪ Problems encountered in obtaining landowner permissions for environmental and ground surveys 

▪ Additional work required during the consenting process due to gaps in documentation / evidence base or 

stakeholder challenge 

▪ If consenting via TCPA, a separate CPO process would be required including a Public Inquiry if it is not possible 

to remove all landowner objections 

▪ Tender prices for construction are higher than expected + potential cumulative effect of delays occurring in Stage 

5 result in additional cost inflation and need to secure additional funding.  
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6. Next Steps (Short-Term) 

6.1 SWLP inputs 

Submission of the SWLP Regulation 19 Plan to the Secretary of State is expected in December 2026, followed by 

examination of the Plan during 2027. As outlined in Section 2.3, during this time progress is also expected towards 

local government reorganisation, with new unitary and strategic authorities due to be in place by April 2028. 

To support SWLP submission and examination, with respect to a W3 corridor relief road, the following needs to be 

demonstrated: 

▪ That it is necessary to deliver the housing requirement in the SWLP, and that it will meet growth and sustainable 

transport objectives – including capability to support development of LMA beyond the SWLP plan period 

▪ That it is acceptable from an environment / planning / stakeholder perspective (i.e. no showstoppers and that 

impacts on the environment and people can be mitigated effectively) 

▪ That there is a credible plan for funding and delivering it (alongside other infrastructure identified in the SWLP) in 

a timely manner in accordance with the proposed SWLP housing trajectory. 

Some safeguarding of land or policies may be needed in relation to the SG18 strategic allocations to protect the 

proposed relief road connection to the West of Shottery Relief Road or A46, but otherwise it should be sufficient to 

indicate likely corridor(s) for the relief road. 

Significant work will be needed to confirm a preferred route for the whole corridor including horizontal and vertical 

alignment, environmental assessments, stakeholder / public engagement, transport modelling, cost, carbon and 

economic appraisals. It would not be reasonable to expect this is completed prior to SWLP submission / examination, 

therefore a focused approach will be required which addresses the key questions or challenges that could be raised 

through the SWLP process. 

6.2 Key issues for short-term focus 

It is recommended that the short-term plan addresses the following issues: 

▪ Highway capacity / design standard needed (single vs dual carriageway). New roads are typically designed to 

accommodate forecast demand at least 15 years after opening and should have longevity beyond this. Based on 

a potential scheme opening date around 2035/36, this means transport modelling will be required for forecast 

scenarios that include future demand growth up to 2050 and potentially beyond. At least one forecast scenario 

should include a possible full LMA Garden Village build-out, even if this is not expected to materialise by 2050 

and would require other transport improvements, to provide confidence that the proposed highway capacity will 

meet future needs. Due to the significant structures required as part of the relief road, it would be very challenging 

and costly to upgrade from a single to a dual carriageway route at a later date. If the future need for a dual 

carriageway can be ruled out, this will help to focus the option development as well as limiting the cost and 

environmental impact of the proposed relief road. 

▪ Identify a recommended option / route for connection to the West of Shottery Relief Road or A46, so this can be 

protected in the SWLP. There are limited options for connecting a new relief road to the existing network at its 

northern end due to the existing road layout and planning constraints. Outline planning permission was granted 

in 2019 for a business park development accessed from Drayton Manor Drive (Ref: 19/01402/OUT) which is 

currently subject to minor variations (Ref: 25/02656/VARY submitted in October 2025). The approved highway 

layout for this development includes a new roundabout junction on the A46 and changes to Drayton Manor Drive 
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that would need to be considered as part of the Mid / Max options including provision of access to the new 

business park. This area along with that on the western side of the West of Shottery Relief Road forms part of the 

proposed SG18 strategic allocation in the SWLP. Consequently, the Plan policies for SG18 would need to include 

provision for a relief road route and potentially safeguard it from development. This work should be informed by 

traffic modelling in respect of the required junction capacities and any additional highway capacity that may be 

required on the A46 or West of Shottery Relief Road. 

▪ Due to constraints along the B439 Evesham Road including Bordon Hill and residential properties, it would also 

be advisable to determine a recommended alignment of the new relief road and junction location at the B439 

including alignment north towards the A46 or West of Shottery Relief Road. Given local topography including 

Bordon Hill, this work should identify potential horizontal and vertical alignments informed by LIDAR data, along 

with potential extents of all works within the Red Line Boundary (including earthworks, drainage, etc). The purpose 

of this would be to demonstrate that there is a technically feasible option (meeting the relevant design standards) 

that would also be acceptable in environmental and planning terms. 

▪ Update environmental assessment to reflect revised W3 corridor alignment and additional design information in 

relation to land take, structures, etc. This would continue to be desk-based but it is recommended that scope and 

presentation is expanded to consider the full range of topics that would be required as part of a planning 

application including carbon / climate effects and resilience, materials / resource use, population and human 

health. Including a RAG assessment for each topic would help to understand if/where there are likely to be 

challenges with respect to environmental impacts and mitigation. National Highways’ Preliminary Environmental 

Risk Assessment (PERA) template is used to assess environmental risks at the option identification stage for 

highway schemes and could be adapted as a basis for reporting. The purpose of this would be inform the SWLP 

Sustainability Appraisal. 

▪ Engage with Homes England regarding its potential role in supporting or delivering LMA and relief road 

development. It is understood that SDC are discussing a potential loan arrangement with Homes England to 

enable the authority to proceed with the W3 corridor relief road proposals (which would transfer to a future unitary 

authority). This may provide the simplest route to demonstrating funding availability for the scheme at SWLP 

examination, particularly if Homes England do not anticipate taking on a significant role in LMA Garden Village 

delivery. However, if the LMA development is likely to be dependent on other interventions or significant 

infrastructure investment, it would be worth considering other delivery models as outlined in Section 2.6. 

Not all of the above would be required to inform the SWLP Regulation 19 Plan, but certain information including the 

expected cost range and environmental assessments is likely to be needed for the Infrastructure Delivery Plan and 

Sustainability Appraisal, even if it is subsequently updated during or following examination. This could be provided 

relatively quickly, although it would be helpful if the need for a dual carriageway relief road can be discounted first. 

Option development to identify a recommended alignment for the northern section of the relief road including 

connections to the A46 or West of Shottery Relief Road, and B439 Evesham Road would require more time to 

complete and could be targeted for SWLP examination alongside updated cost estimates and environmental 

assessments (if required). 
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Appendix A. Environmental Constraints Plan 
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Appendix B. 2D CAD Drawings (three cost 
scenarios) 

B.1 Min cost scenario  
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B.2 Mid cost scenario 
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 Max cost scenario 
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