1 Annex A - Local Growth Locations: Site Selection
Methodology

1.1 Overview

1.1.1 Arriving at a Long-list

A long list of sites for more detailed consideration was arrived at by sifting out any sites which
are manifestly unsuitable for non-strategic residential development, typically based on their
scale. The maximum threshold for consideration has been sites with a capacity of <500
dwellings.

1.1.2 Batching

The detailed assessment of long-listed sites was conducted in batches, utilising the spatial
priority areas that underpin the spatial development strategy. Batch 1 sites are those which fall
wholly within priority areas 1 or 2, Batch 2 sites are typically sites which fall within priority area
3, orin certain cases, are in settlements which have been identified as having particularly
sustainable characteristics. In this regard, Batch 1 sites are seen as being more sustainably
located, and Batch 2 sites are seen as less sustainably located when considered in relation to
the spatial growth strategy as a whole.

This approach allows for consideration of the most sustainable potential development sites
first; and avoids unnecessary detailed work on less suitable sites.

1.1.3 Long-list to short-list

Individual constraints were RAG rated. Any one Red rating was sufficient to sift out a site. Where
two or more Ambers are awarded, planning judgement was used to determine whether in
combination they provide sufficient reason to sift out a site. Remaining sites were considered to
be a short-listed, which means they are potentially available for developmentoras a
reasonable alternative.

1.1.4 Short-list to Preferred List

Settlement-by-settlement comparison of short-listed sites in and adjacent to respective
settlements. Acknowledging that there were likely to be multiple good sites in some
settlements, which together would add up to disproportionate growth, so there has been the
need to consider the selection of the best one(s) for that settlement. This part of the process
identifies sites which were to be allocated as part of the preferred list, as well as less
sustainable reasonable alternatives. Some sites were sifted out at this stage having considered
additional evidence available at the Short-list to Preferred List stage which was unavailable at
Long-list to short-list phase.

1.1.5 Review and compare to requirements

Initial approach is to utilise sites from Batch 1, with Batch 2 utilised to meet identified shortfall
in the future if additional sites are required. In order to be consistent with the NPPF Hierarchy



for Site Sustainability as set out in section 1.1.6, Batch 1 sites are considered to be more
sustainably located relative to Batch 2 sites, meaning that sites which sit lower on the NPPF
hierarchy, notably Green Belt sites, are considered to be more sustainably located in some
cases relative to Batch 2 sites, and so have been prioritised for inclusion. However, in the case
of Batch 2, the decision has been taken to not utilise unsustainably located Green Belt sitesin
recognition that these are in poorer performing locations.

1.1.6 NPPF Hierarchy

A key consideration that runs through the non-strategic site selection process has been the
NPPF Hierarchy, which has been used at various stages of the methodology to inform the
process and ensure that the approach is compliant with national policy. As noted in the Growth
Strategy Topic Paper, Officers have identified a hierarchy of sustainability contained with the
NPPF that sets out which sites should be prioritised based on their location:

e NPPF 7: Contribute to the achievement of sustainable development

e NPPF 11 part (a): Promote sustainable pattern of development including effective use of
urban land.

e NPPF 110: Focus developmentin locations which are or can be made sustainable

e NPPF 115 part (a): Ensure that site allocations prioritise sustainable transport modes

e NPPF 124: Make as much use as possible of previously-developed land (PDL), except
where this would conflict with other policies in the Framework.

e NPPF para 147: Examine fully all other reasonable options before changing Green Belt
boundaries, including making as much use as possible of suitable PDL, optimising
density, and holding discussions with neighbouring authorities about accommodating
need.

e NPPF para 148: If releasing Green Belt for development, prioritise PDL, then grey belt,
then other Green Belt locations — but promoting sustainable patterns of development.

Set out below is the operationalised NPPF Hierarchy, which has been used to inform the
selection of sites, this will be referred to at several stages of the paper and is summarised at
length in the main body of the Growth Strategy Topic Paper in regard to its relation to the spatial
priority areas that underpin the spatial growth strategy.
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As noted above, The NPPF Hierarchy is woven through the non-strategic site selection

methodology namely:

e Toinform the batching of sites, with Batch 1 sites considered to be more sustainably
located, whilst Batch 2 sites are less sustainably located in accordance with their
location relative to the priority areas which arise from spatial growth strategy for the
South Warwickshire Local Plan.

e To compare between sites in settlements when they are hard to distinguish in terms of
site-specific features when deciding whether a site should be included in the Preferred
List or act as a Reasonable Alternative.

e Todecide whether additional sites should be drawn from Batch 1 Reasonable
Alternatives or from Batch 2.

1.1.7 Arriving at a Long list

Sites have been drawn from those assessed under the Housing and Employment Land

Availability Assessment. These draw together submissions from the Call for Sites process, as
well as pre-existing sites from both Council’s brownfield registers, NDP sites, and in the case of
Stratford-upon-Avon District Council, draft allocations from the Site Allocations Plan.

A long list of sites for more detailed consideration was arrived at by sifting out any sites which
are manifestly unsuitable for non-strategic residential development, typically based on their
scale. The maximum threshold for consideration has been sites with a capacity of <500

dwellings.

1.1.8 Proposed use

Table 1.1: Proposed use sifting criteria

Outcome Criteria

Further assessed Sites proposed for residential, mixed uses where this includes
residential

Sifted out Sites proposed for other uses

As a starting point, only sites with a proposed residential use. The purpose of this exercise was
to identify potential residential or mixed-use employment sites. It was felt inappropriate to



consider bringing forward residential development on sites explicitly submitted for employment
land.

1.1.9 Site size

Table 1.2: Site size sifting criteria

Outcome Criteria
Further assessed Sites up to 25 hectares
Sifted out Sites greater than 25 hectares

Regarding, site size, a 25-hectare site, with a 50% developable area, developed at 40 dwellings
per hectare, would deliver 500 dwellings. Sites larger than this are not at a suitable scale for
non-strategic growth. This means that there was some overlap in terms of sites that were
considered in the long list with sites that were included as potential strategic growth locations
at Preferred Options. These sites were assessed as part of the process given that the potential
for further changes in the growth strategy, for example, if a Strategic Site were to be considered
undeliverable, smaller parcels within it would still be available for non-strategic growth. This
was if they were assessed positively by Officers as part of the Local Growth Locations
methodology. As arule, as site’s potential allocation was not considered to weigh positively in
bringing it forward separately.

1.2 Batching

The detailed assessment of long-listed sites was conducted in batches, this approach allowed
for consideration of the most sustainable potential development sites first; and avoided
unnecessary detailed work on less suitable sites. Sites were batched by SWLP Spatial Growth
Strategy Priority Area. In Batch 1, sites with >0% of their site area falling into Priority Areas 1 or 2
were taken through the process set out below.

If Batch 1 failed to deliver sufficient sites to accommodate South Warwickshire’s non-strategic
development needs, a further batch was required. Batch 2 sites are those with >0% of their site
area falling into Priority Area 3, or:

e Sitesin or adjacent to settlements where part of the settlement is in Priority 3

e Sitesin or adjacent to Bishop’s Itchington, Harbury, Long ltchington, Quinton,
Tiddington which were identified as exceptional settlements with high overall
sustainability based on their size and function according to their role in the Stratford-on-
Avon Core Strategy 2016, which identified them as Category 1 LSVs.

A site which has been categorised as Batch 1 therefore indicates that itis more in accordance
with the spatial growth strategy and sustainably located, likewise, if a site is categorised in
Batch 2, itis less sustainably located. Therefore, this informs whether a site is ranked within 1-7
or 8-12 of the NPPF Hierarchy which enables a preference for site selection. This approach
allows for consideration of the most sustainable potential development sites first; and avoids
unnecessary detailed work on less suitable sites. In principle, the approach used for the SWLP,
sees the prioritisation of sites based on their location in relation to the priority areas that
underpin the spatial growth strategy rather than any other forms of sustainability, for example,



the perceived role of a settlement within a settlement hierarchy. This prevents an overly
dispersed approach to Local Growth Locations and configures the approach of strategic
development and non-strategic development with regards to the spatial growth strategy as a
whole.

Regarding Batch 2, no Green Belt sites have been assessed at this time, reflecting that as less
sustainably located Green Belt sites, these are inconsistent with the NPPF Hierarchy. Likewise,
sites have not been ranked regarding their position in the NPPF Hierarchy at this time due to
sufficient capacity having been identified sites to date in Batch 1. However, an ongoing
consideration is the role of sites considered to be reasonable alternatives. A full ranking of the
NPPF Hierarchy may be utilised if itis required to consider Batch 1 Reasonable Alternatives
against additional Batch 2 sites. This may be required if it necessary to bring forward additional
sites as part of the examination of the SWLP for example.

For each batch, two distinct processes phases were carried out to provide further assessment
of the Sites:

e Long-listto Short-list
e Short-list to Preferred List

Set out below is the approach taken to each phase of the methodology.

1.3 Long-list to short-list

The first stage of the process was the Long-list to Short-list assessment. This effectively acted
as an assessment over and beyond the HELAA Part B. The HELAA methodology used for the
SWLP was predominantly mechanical, utilising buffers in relation to constraints, as such it was
felt that it was important to include a layer of qualitative assessment by Officers before
shortlisting a site.

1.3.1 RAG ratings

At the core of the Long-list to Short-list was a process where Officers provided a Red, Amber or
Green rating to a site, against specific categories.

The following table provides general criteria as a benchmark for any specific RAG rating criteria
for individual constraints.

Table 1.3: RAG rating general criteria

RAG rating General Criteria

Red Anissue or constraint that is likely sufficient to sift out a site. Either
impossible or extremely difficult to mitigate.

Amber Anissue or constraint that is unlikely to sift out a site on its own, but
which could in combination with other Ambers add up to enough to rule
out a site.

Or

An issue or constraint where the proposed mitigation is tricky, or reliant
on other uncertain factors.

Green No identified issue or constraint.
Or




Any issues or constraints are negligible or easily mitigated.

For some constraints, no specific RAG criteria were provided, and the above general criteria
were provided as a guide for officer judgment. In other cases, just a Red criterion was provided,
to guide the threshold for sifting sites out; and in some cases, a bespoke RAG rating was
provided for a constraint.

Any one Red rating was sufficient to sift out a site. For sites with more than one Amber, a
judgment was taken as to whether they add up to sufficient reason to sift out a site at the end of
the assessment. If not, these sites will progress to the next stage. Sites with no more than one
Amber progressed to the next stage. This default passing of sites with one Amber did lead to
several sites that were carried over into the Short-list to preferred list stage which were on the
borderline of being ruled out for one particular element of Long-list to short-list assessment and
these were sites which typically ended up being sifted out following further assessment.

1.3.2 HELAA partB

The wide range of constraints assessed in HELAA part B means that overall scores give an
indication of the performance of a site as awhole. It is reasonable to use this overall score to
sift out the worst-performing sites. In addition, there is a danger that amongst the better-
performing sites, a small number of more significant constraints could be missed amongst an
otherwise favourable HELAA part B score. Therefore, the purpose of this assessment was to flag
those constraints which have the potential to prevent development.

Typical reasons for ruling out sites at this stage were due to high proportions of sites falling
within flood zones 2 or 3, high proportions of sites being categorised as grade 1 or grade 2 best
and most versatile agricultural land, landscape sensitivity, heritage impacts, or proximity to
Local Wildlife Sites. In some cases, within this sub-assessment, an in-combination
assessment of the HELAA constraints was also considered to qualify as a red, rather than
considering each HELAA element in isolation.

Table 1.4: HELAA part B RAG rating criteria

RAG rating Criteria
Red Site scores 60 or more in HELAA part B
Or

Site subject to any predominant constraint or combination of
constraints which are sufficient to sift out a site

Amber As per general RAG criteria

Green As per general RAG criteria

1.3.3 Preferred Options representations

It was recognised that an important piece of evidence regarding whether a site should be taken
forward were the representations made to the Councils at Preferred Options. These were from a
range of stakeholders including Parish Councils, Ward Councillors, statutory consultees,
developers, landowners and members of the public.



The review of representations focused on:

e Anycredible reasons for objection to development of a site, which may not have been
identified through other SWLP evidence;

e Anycredible challenge to the HELAA or other identified constraints, for example
evidence that presumed constraints does not exist or can be effectively mitigated.

Specific RAG criteria are not provided, as judgement required referring to site- specific
circumstances. General RAG criteria used.

It was recognised that an important element of this exercise was defining credible, many sites
received local objections in principle from residents, however in isolation this was not
considered sufficient to rule out sites, with the focus on the technical matters raised by
objections. Generally speaking, most of the sites categorised as Red were identified as having
similar issues elsewhere, generally aligning with the findings of HELAA B.

Table 1.5: Preferred Options representations RAG rating criteria

RAG rating Criteria

Red As per general RAG criteria
Amber As per general RAG criteria
Green As per general RAG criteria

1.3.4 Spatial arrangement

This element of the assessment focused on the relationship between sites and existing
settlements; the general aim of this assessment was to rule out sites which were considered
spatially incongruous. Whilst isolated sites were sifted out in HELAA Part A, there will be some
sites that have come forward in this assessment that are dependent on wider sites coming
forward and therefore could only be delivered as part of strategic scale growth. Again,
judgement has been used here, given the specificity of site context in relation to potential SGLs,
LGLs and committed development.

The key metric for the spatial arrangement assessment was the access from a site to a
settlement and its key facilities, and crucially, the presence of any key barrier figures. These
were considered to be:

e Larger roads forming the Strategic Road Network in South Warwickshire, and some
faster A Roads forming part of the Local Road Network (LRN).

e Railway Lines or Former Railways Lines

e Natural Features such as streams, woodland and hedgerows.

A key consideration was whether existing development in a settlement had already breached a
key barrier feature, generally speaking proposals that did this were more likely to be considered
incongruous. Other key considerations for this assessment included whether a site would
relate well to the shape of an existing settlement, and whether a site would lead to coalescence
between two or more settlements.



The bar for the spatial arrangement assessment has been high, with the focus on development
that would be isolated from existing settlements. Given that the later stages of the assessment
allow for holistic assessment between sites that takes place in the Short-list to Preferred-list
stage, it was felt that it was important to be positive in the approach to spatial matters and only
rule out sites that were clearly inappropriate.

Table 1.6: Spatial arrangement RAG rating criteria

RAG rating Criteria

Red Site is within a Strategic Growth Location or New Settlement, and could
only meaningfully be delivered as part of strategic sized growth, i.e. on
its own it does not relate well to a settlement

Or

Access to settlement is prevented by significant barrier feature

Or

Development would constitute an incongruous spatial addition to a
settlement

Amber An issue or constraint that is unlikely to sift out a site on its own, but
which could in combination with other Ambers add up to enough to rule
out a site.

Or

An issue or constraint where the proposed mitigation is tricky, or reliant
on other uncertain factors.

Green No identified issue or constraint.
Or
Any issues or constraints are negligible or easily mitigated.

1.3.5 Potential future Green Belt boundaries

This assessment was only applicable to sites in the Green Belt.

This assessment considered defensibility of potential future Green Belt boundaries if the site
was excluded from the Green Belt. Refer to Green Belt review for further description of
defensible features. Green Belt had previously considered in the HELAA Part B, with an
assessment of the site’s performances against the Green Belt purposes as identified against in
the South Warwickshire Green Belt Review Part 1.

Many sites were non-Green Belt and so effectively weren’t assessed as part of the process. Of
the sites which were assessed there was more consistent red rating applied, reflecting the role
of Green Belt as a national policy designation with the expressed aim of preventing urban
sprawl through the retention of open land.

Further consideration of the Green Belt was made in the Short-List to Preferred List stage,
following the receipt of the South Warwickshire Green Belt Review Part 2.

Table 1.7: Potential future Green Belt boundaries RAG rating criteria

RAG rating Criteria

Red New GB boundary would mainly follow less defensible features
And




New GB boundary would not result in a logical spatial arrangement with
regard to settlement shape, rounding off etc;

Or

GB release of the site would result in an isolated ‘hole’ in the designation
in an area currently washed-over and not planned for wider GB release.
Amber New GB boundary would mainly follow less defensible features

Or

New GB boundary would not result in a logical spatial arrangement with
regard to settlement shape, rounding off etc

Or

Development could conceivably happen within the GB designation
Green New GB boundary would follow mainly more defensible features

And

New GB boundary would result in a logical spatial arrangement with
regard to settlement shape, rounding off etc;

1.3.6 Topography and landforms

There were two elements to this assessment. First, to identify cases where landforms
presented a constraint to development, for example if key parts of the site are so steep asto
make development unfeasible.

Secondly, to flag sites where landforms would result in visually incongruous development, for
example if development would breach a ridge line, or jump a river, which currently contains the
settlement. This secondary aspect had overlaps with the spatial arrangement assessment, and
so focused more on landscape harm arising from a particular site. It was recognised that many,
if not all, greenfield sites have an element of landscape harm and so the bar for this element of
the assessment was held to be particularly high so as to not rule out sites unnecessarily.
Landscape harm can often be mitigated through appropriate consideration of the developable
area, appropriate planting, and in many cases, due to development being perceived in its
context adjacent to an existing settlement.

Specific RAG criteria was not provided, in recognition that topography is very locationally
specific. Judgement was used in relation to the general RAG criteria.

Table 1.8: Topography RAG rating criteria

RAG rating Criteria

Red As per general RAG criteria
Amber As per general RAG criteria
Green As per general RAG criteria

1.3.7 Existing land use

In some cases, there were good reasons to resist the loss of the existing use. For example, sites
which play an important role in the local community, for the environment, or for the economy.
This included uses such as sports pitches, allotments, sites important for biodiversity, town-



centre retail, viable employment land etc. This assessment focused on the nature of a call for
sites submission and so assumed a willingness to develop by landowner. Further review of the
deliverability of sites was carried out in the Short-list to Preferred List element of the process.
Likewise, further intelligence was gained about the situation regarding sites later in the process.
This was included as late-arriving evidence as it was only provided for the sites short-listed,
rather than whole long-list.

Specific RAG criteria are not provided, so the general RAG Rating criteria were used here.

Table 1.9: Existing land use RAG rating criteria

RAG rating Criteria

Red As per general RAG criteria
Amber As per general RAG criteria
Green As per general RAG criteria

1.3.8 Areas of restraint

The 2016 Stratford-on-Avon District Core Strategy includes “areas of restraint”, defined as “A
specifically defined and protected environmental area of open land that is subject to protection
to preserve the structure and character of the settlement which it helps to shape.” The Warwick
District Local Plan does not include areas of restraint. The SWLP provides areas of restraint,
including their potential introduction in Warwick District.

It was considered appropriate to flag sites that fall within areas of restraint as Amber, to ensure
that the underlying reason for their designation was taken into account. However, it was not
considered to be appropriate to award a Red rating, given the current inconsistency between

the two Districts, and the review of the boundaries of the designation in the SWLP.

Table 1.10: Areas of restraint RAG rating criteria

RAG rating Criteria

Red N/A

Amber Any part of the site falls within an Area of Restraint
Green No part of the site falls within an Area of Restraint

1.3.9 Moderation

An extensive system of moderation was used to ensure that there was consistency in decision
making, with one officer carrying out the initial review followed by moderation by another
officer, working in pairs. It was ensured that there was consistency in terms of who was carrying
out a given task, for example, officers who had worked on the HELAA carried out the holistic
HELAA assessment or officers responsible for Spatial Arrangement also reviewed Topography
and Landforms, reflecting the conceptual similarity between the two.

Sites were moderated positively, with a focus on ensuring that sites had not been removed from
the process unnecessarily. To ensure that there was consistency between Batch 1 and Batch 2,
the same Officers were used for both sets of sites for a particular constraint.




1.3.10 Cumulative RAG assessment

At the end of Batch 1 there was the cumulative RAG assessment which decided whether a site
would be included in the short-list. Sites scoring one or more Red rating on the above
constraints were sifted out. For sites with more than one Amber rating, planning judgment was
utilised to determine whether these in combination constitute sufficient reason to sift out a
site, or whether the site should move to the next stage of the methodology. Sites which scored
One amber rating or all Green ratings moved to the next stage of the methodology.

As with the individual constraints, a positive approach was taken here where possible with sites
that had been given several Ambers. This was because there were additional layers of
assessment to follow that would often provide additional information about a site that might
inform whether it was appropriate to allocate it. Sites which were clearly poor performing
Ambers against several constraints were ruled out at this stage.

1.4 Short-list to Preferred List

Sites which reached this stage of the methodology were, in themselves, suitable for
development. However, there were likely to be occasions where suitable sites are clustered in
such a way that development of all of them would not be desirable. For example, if the
combined size of residential sites would result in disproportionate growth in a settlement, or
risked overloading key pieces of infrastructure.

This part of the methodology compared the suitable sites at each settlement or locale, and
determined which sites were preferred.

This part of the methodology also identified sites which were considered to be reasonable
alternatives, less favourable sites that might be appropriate to be allocated if additional non-
strategic growth was required. This was distinct from sites which were sifted out at this stage,
where they were considered inappropriate following the additional information provided at this
stage of the methodology.

1.4.1 NPPF Hierarchy — comparison of closely located sites

As indicated previously, the NPPF hierarchy was introduced at this stage of the assessment
with each site given a rank in the NPPF hierarchy based on the following factors:

e Whether a site was previously developed land or undeveloped.

e Whether a site was in an urban area or a non-urban area, where urban is Warwick, Royal
Leamington Spa, Whitnash, Kenilworth and Stratford-upon-Avon.

e Whether a Site was Green Belt or Non-Green Belt

e For Green Belt sites, whether a site was grey belt or non-grey belt (See Green Belt
Review Stage 2 section below for further details)

This provided sites with a ranking as per the NPPF hierarchy. This was used as the method of
selecting between sites in settlements where applicable. It was recognised that in many cases,
there was no difference between the relative sustainability of a particular site, and so other

elements of assessment and planning judgement had to be used.



1.4.2 Green Belt Review Stage 2

As noted above a key piece of information to distinguish between the relative sustainability of
different sites was the South Warwickshire Green Belt Review — Stage 2. This provided guidance
as to whether a site was Green Belt or grey belt when considered against Purpose A, Purpose B
or Purpose D of the Green Belt, as set outin NPPF 2024 Paragraph 143.

Additionally, this evidence also provided an assessment of whether the development of grey
belt sites would not be regarded as inappropriate, i.e. whether the development would be in a
sustainable location as per paragraph NPPF paragraph 155. For the purposes of the NPPF
hierarchy, unsustainably located grey belt sites were categorised as Green Belt sites.

A site being located within the Green Belt was not considered enough to rule a site out outright
from Batch 1, however it was often a factor between a site being a reasonable alternative or
preferred list site. Regarding Batch 2, the choice was not made to go into Green Belt as it was
recognised that these sites were inherently unsustainably located having considered the
chosen spatial growth strategy for South Warwickshire.

1.4.3 Deliverability

One of the key motivations for allocating non-strategic sites is to provide sites which are
deliverable in the short term, to maintain a 5 Year Housing Land Supply.

If a site was only expected to deliver dwellings in the medium to long term, this was not
necessarily a reason to sift it out; however, sites expected to deliver with 5 years have been
preferred.

The starting point of this assessment is consideration of the NPPF’s definition of deliverable:

“To be considered deliverable, sites for housing should be available now, offer a
suitable location for development now, and be achievable with a realistic prospect that
housing will be delivered on the site within 5 years. In particular:

a) sites which do not involve major development and have planning permission, and all
sites with detailed planning permission should be considered deliverable until
permission expires, unless there is clear evidence that homes will not be delivered
within 5 years (for example because they are no longer viable, there is no longer a
demand for the type of units or sites have long term phasing plans).

b) where a site has outline planning permission for major development, has been
allocated in a development plan, has a grant of permission in principle, or is identified
on a brownfield register, it should only be considered deliverable where there is clear
evidence that housing completions will begin on site within 5 years.”

Note that the evidence required in this definition is not required at this stage; rather, a
judgement was made as to the likelihood of this evidence being available at or shortly after
allocation.

Information on deliverability was retrieved from Call for Sites forms. In some cases, particularly
for larger sites, this may have been updated in further information submitted by promotors.



Sites were categorised as per the criteria in the following table.

Rating Criteria

Most preferred Most or all of the dwellings are reasonably expected to be deliverable
within 5 years

Moderately Some of the dwellings are reasonably expected to be deliverable within

preferred 5years

Less preferred Few or none of the dwellings are reasonably expected to be deliverable
within 5 years

Itis to be noted that the larger the site, the less likely itis to fall into the “most preferred”
category. This is considered appropriate. For example, two smaller sites which could deliver in
full within five years are considered preferable to the equivalent number of dwellings on a larger
site, if some of those dwellings would be delivered over a longer period.

One of the byproducts of the assessment of deliverability is inherent concern regarding the
deliverability of many brownfield sites in South Warwickshire’s urban areas. Given that a clear
element of the spatial growth strategy and national guidance is the prioritisation of brownfield
land, a positive approach has been applied to bringing forward previously developed sites. In
some cases, however, it was recognised that there were clear reasons to doubt the
deliverability of a site and so it has been discounted from the preferred list at this time.

1.4.4 SFRA Part 2

Initially, the SFRA Part 2 assessment was to be included in the Long-list to short-list section of
the assessment, however it was recognised that flood risk was already considered at HELAA B
with sites discounted at that phase. Therefore, it was unlikely that sites would be ruled out,
though exposure to flood risk may differentiate sites within a settlement. This has been
confirmed by the SFRA Part 2, which concluded that all sites assessed were likely to pass the
flood risk elements of the Exception Test through appropriate design and mitigation measures.

1.4.5 Proportionate Size

For non-strategic development, it is particularly pertinent to consider the size of the
development relative to the size of the settlement, and to avoid disproportionate growth. There
are two key reasons for this:

e Smaller developments are limited in how much new infrastructure they can bring to a
settlement, so there will be a greater reliance on a settlement’s existing infrastructure.
Proportionate growth can help to avoid overloading this infrastructure.

e Some non-strategic growth will be directed to smaller settlements, whose existing rural
character is more likely to be susceptible to change from larger-scale growth.
Proportionate growth helps avoid the deterioration of existing character.

The existing size of settlements was drawn from an assessment of the dwelling stock estimates
by output area, as per the national census in 2021", comparing the boundaries of the output

- Office for National Statistics



https://www.ons.gov.uk/datasets/RM204/editions/2021/versions/1/filter-outputs/cf3ddc96-d9a2-47f1-b7c1-cb97ab0eac60#get-data

area with the existing settlement boundary as applicable, or using planning judgement where
not available.

For the purposes of the assessment, the estimated size of settlements is indicated below:

Table 1.11 Settlement Size tool

Settlement Size
Alcester 3607
Alderminster 258
Baginton 475
Barford 719
Bidford-on-Avon 2575
Bishops Itchington 1062
Bishops Tachbrook 1005
Broom 259
Bubbenhall 278
Burton Green 303
Chessetts Wood 124
Clifford Chambers 237
Coventry Urban Area
Ettington 460
Gaydon 236

Not
Gaydon/Lighthorne Heath Applicable
Halford 165
Hampton Lucy 245
Hampton Magna 599
Hampton on the Hill 100
Harbury 1013
Hatton Park 693
Hatton Station 118
Henley-in-Arden 1679
Hill Wootton 61

Not
Hockley Heath Applicable
Kenilworth Urban Area
Kineton 1060

Not
Kings Hill Applicable
Kingswood 577
Leamington, Warwick and Whitnash Urban Area
Leek Wootton 411
Lighthorne 273
Lighthorne Heath 394
Little Kineton 140
Long ltchington 871
Long Marston 255



Not

Long Marston Airfield Applicable
Mappleborough Green 171

Not
Meon Vale Applicable

Not
None Applicable
Pillerton Priors 134
Quinton 1082
Radford Semele 926
Salford Priors 561
Shipston-on-Stour 2846
Southam 3791
Stockton 649
Stoneleigh 351
Stratford-upon-Avon Urban Area
Studley 2845
Tiddington 810
Tredington 339
Welford-on-Avon 764
Wellesbourne 3207

Not
Westwood Heath Applicable

Initially, the intention was to utilise the size of the settlement to provide a RAG rating based on
the overall increase. It was felt that this was an unnecessary reason for a site to be ruled out
entirely, given the potential for smaller sites to come forward from larger ones, and the
potential benefit of having these sites as reasonable alternatives. This assessment has
provided useful evidence when assessing the cumulative impact on a settlement. Where
possible, consideration has been given to limiting the amount of growth seen at a settlement,
though itis recognised that some settlements are seeing a great deal of non-strategic growth as
aresult of this exercise due to level of the housing requirement in South Warwickshire. This is
due to the nature of Spatial Growth Strategy which aims at seeing growth in fewer more
sustainable locations.

1.4.6 Additionality

Previous assessment steps have largely focussed on constraints to development. It was
recognised that it was also relevant to site selection to consider the potential benefits arising
from development.

A summary of the key benefits expected from development was recorded, where these benefits
are specific to the site. For example, provision of new or upgraded infrastructure, either
provided on-site or via developer contributions.



1.4.7 NDP Designation Check

Some of the representations received at Preferred Options noted that there were potential sites
on land designated or protected as part of a Neighbourhood Development Plan (NDP). Given
the role that NDPs play in informing the development plan with regards to reflecting the wishes
of a community in decision-making, it was important to clarify what designations apply through
a targeted review of NDPs. Of particular importance was identifying protected landscape areas
or areas of green space.

Itis important to note that a site impacting upon the designations of an NDP was not
considered to be an absolute barrier to development, however, it has been used to inform
decision-making through distinguishing between more sustainably and less sustainably located

sites in particular settlements.

1.4.8 Capacity Review

It was identified that many of the sites had been submitted with relatively little information, and
S0 capacity assumptions had been used. This applied a density of 40 dwellings per hectare to
50% of a site area on sites of over 10ha, and 66% developable area for sites under 10ha. Whilst
this was considered useful for initial assessments, it was recognised that it gave inaccurately
low figures for many urban sites, and inaccurately high figures for some non-urban / rural sites.

Following further consideration, it was decided to utilise site specific information where
available for some sites. These were sites where there was an active planning application, or
where there was internal information from Officers with experience of a site. For example,
because of independent intelligence arising from the Transforming Leamington programme
regarding site capacities and developer intentions. The decision was made to use the revised
capacity assumptions rather than rely on this information. For adopted or draft allocations, the
existing capacity was used. On all other sites, including sites where a pre-application was being
considered or only relied on a developer masterplan, the following revised density assumptions
were applied to 50% of the site area:

Table 1.12: Density Assumptions

Main urban areas, within or outside of BUAB, in 100 dwellings per hectare
close proximity to town centre or train station

Main urban areas, within BUAB but further from | 45
town centre or train station

Main urban areas, adjacent to BUAB 40

Main Rural Centres, within or outside of BUAB, 45
in reasonable proximity to town centre or train

station

Main Rural Centres, within BUAB but further 40
from town centre and / or public transport

Main Rural Centres, adjacent to BUAB 40
Villages, in close proximity to Group A train 50

station




Villages, in close proximity to Group B or C train | 40
station

Other villages 30

Main urban areas were defined as being Warwick, Leamington, Whitnash, Kenilworth, Stratford
-Upon-Avon.

Group A, Group B and Group C stations were identified at Preferred Options?. It is recognised
that the draft NPPF which the government consulted on in 2025 places emphasis on increasing
the density of development in sustainable locations such as those near train stations in
sustainable locations. As the Leamington Spa Travel to Work area is located within the top 60
areas in England, it appears likely that the future NPPF will introduce a densification policy for
land in the vicinity of its most frequently used stations, and it was felt appropriate to replicate
this locally.

1.4.9 Holistic Assessment and Comparison

Planning judgement was then used to conduct a holistic assessment and comparison of the
suitable sites in each location using elements of wider assessment as applicable to distinguish
between sites, from both the Long-list to Short-list and Short-list to Preferred-list as applicable.
A key consideration has been avoiding a particular location with disproportionate growth
relative to its existing size, as far as is practicable given the amount of housing required to be
delivered in South Warwickshire.

The outcome of this assessment was to provide a preferred list of sites for Batch 1 and Batch 2
respectively, as well as identifying reasonable alternatives, sites which could be sustainable
but are less preferred. Some sites were sifted out entirely are this stage, having been
considered extensively. Sites which were listed as Reasonable Alternatives were sent out to
consultants for further assessment where possible to ensure that there is a consistent set of
evidence for any site that is allocated as a non-strategic Local Growth Location in the South
Warwickshire Local Plan.

1.5 Late-arriving evidence

Following the preparation of the initial preferred list, several pieces of evidence were received.
In general, this evidence was used to reconsider whether a Site should be part of the Preferred
List, a Reasonable Alternative or Sifted out at the Short-list to Preferred List stage, even if
evidence affected elements of the Long-list to Short-list process. This was because typically
only the Short-list or Preferred List with Reasonable Alternatives that had been circulated for
further review with Officers, Members and Consultants, and so it was that it was inconsistent to

remove sites from an earlier stage of the assessment.

2https://www.southwarwickshire.org.uk/doc/213177/name/Topic%20Paper%20The%20SWLP%20Emerg
ing%20Spatial%20Growth%20Strategy%20as%20at%20Preferred%200ptionsv2.pdf



1.5.1 Officer and Ward Member Feedback

A primary piece of additional information received was feedback from Officers and in some
cases from Ward Members. The Officer feedback provided additional intelligence about the
deliverability of sites, potential site capacity, and the implications for development. This
resulted in several sites being removed or placed into the Preferred List. In some cases, certain
settlements were identified as being unsuitable for growth despite their location within Priority
Area 1, 2 or 3 due to their scale and lack of amenities. This created a shortfall which required
bringing sites in other locations forward.

1.5.2 Other pieces of technical work

Some pieces of evidence were received after the preparation of the methodology, this provided
feedback regarding the sites but did not offer a comparative element with sites which had been
sifted out, or sites which had not been included in the short-list.

This included the:

e Strategic Transport Assessment

e Climate Change modelling

e Sustainability Appraisal

e Landscape Sensitivity Assessment

Subsequently, if these pieces of evidence identified an issue with a specific site, then it was
taken out from the Preferred List rather than feeding this information as an additional piece of
evidence in the process itself.

1.5.3 NPPF Hierarchy - selection of additional sites

The NPPF Hierarchy was used once more at this stage of the process when the need to bring
forward additional sites occurred on several occasions. When conducting these reviews, a full
review of Batch 1 Reasonable Alternatives acted as a started point for bringing forward
additional sites.

No Batch 2 Green Belt sites were made available for selection. Preferred Batch 2 sites were
initially identified as Reasonable Alternatives for the purposes of the Regulation 19
Sustainability Appraisal and considered to carry the same level of preference as Batch 1
Reasonable Alternatives. These sites were potentially available to bought forward if required to
meet the housing requirement.

Following Officer and Ward Member feedback, several sites have been removed from the initial
preferred list of Batch 1 sites. In addition, a need was identified to bring forward further non-
strategic sites in Stratford-upon-Avon District to ensure that a five-year housing land supply can
be demonstrated at the point of adoption.

In accordance with the NPPF hierarchy, the decision was made to initially prioritise Batch 1
Reasonable Alternatives as a starting point over going into Batch 2. However, this approach was
considered to lead to sub-optimal outcomes, in that it concentrated development at certain
settlements resulting in disproportionate and potentially unsustainable level of growth. Many of



the settlements within Batch 1 are also experiencing strategic-scale growth which limited their
capacity to absorb any additional development.

Subsequently, it was considered appropriate to bring a small amount of additional
development forward at more sustainable locations in Batch 2, in both districts, due to
acceptable alternatives in Batch 1 having been exhausted. These are considered the best
performing available sites in their respective districts in Batch 2. All these further Local Growth
Locations are outside the Green Belt, as noted above. This reflects their alignment with the
spatial growth strategy, and their relative sustainability in accordance with the NPPF hierarchy.
Nevertheless, it remains the case that, in principle, Green Belt sites which are well alighed with
the spatial strategy are considered preferable to less sustainably located sites outside the
Green Belt. However, whilst this remains a key underlying principle, it is recognised that a
degree of pragmatism has been required to respond to site-specific circumstances.

In particular, following further Member feedback and the decision to increase capacities at
strategic sites, several Batch 1 Green Belt sites in Warwick District were removed in preference
to retaining sites in Batch 2. This reflected concerns regarding the scale of growth in certain
settlements, and site-specific constraints.

Further justification for these decisions is provided in the Exceptional Circumstances Topic
Paper which sets out the case for the release of land from the Green Belt within the Local Plan.
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