
Assessment of Land Parcels 
 

Explanatory Note 
 

Purpose 
 
In order to inform the process of identifying land for development it is necessary to carry 
out an assessment of its appropriateness for the purpose. This should be based on a 
consistent approach which compares and contrasts the availability, suitability and 
achievability of each parcel of land for development. 
 
Scope 
 
The basis of the assessment has been determined by the overall strategy of locating 
most development at Stratford-upon-Avon and the larger rural settlements. This was the 
preferred option identified at the Draft Core Strategy stage for meeting the RSS Phase 
Two Draft Revision requirement for housing and employment development. There does 
not appear to be any justification for changing this approach. 
 
A hierarchy of settlements in the District is well-established and it is proposed to be 
retained in the Local Development Framework. Accordingly, Stratford-upon-Avon is 
defined as the main town since it is clearly the largest settlement in the District and the 
most sustainable location. Consequently, it is appropriate to assume that the town should 
accommodate a large proportion of the required development. 
 
Below this is a number of large rural towns and villages, termed Main Rural Centres. 
While these portray a range of characteristics they each act as an important local centre 
for shops, services and jobs. As such, it is reasonable for these settlements to be a focus 
for further development. 
 
The study has therefore concentrated on Stratford-upon-Avon and the eight Main Rural 
Centres identified in the District Local Plan and which are intended to be carried forward 
into the Core Strategy. 
 
The assessment has also concentrated predominantly on greenfield land on the edges of 
each settlement. While it is intended that the use of brownfield sites for development 
should be maximised, there is limited capacity within the settlements involved. 
Therefore, it is unavoidable that a considerable amount of greenfield land will have to be 
used in order to meet the future development requirements of the District. 
 
Methodology 
 
The assessment has involved three key stages: 
 
1. A desk-top analysis attributing key data to each land parcel, eg. existing 

designations, known constraints, landscape evaluation from established sources. 
 
2. A site visit to each land parcel to check circumstances on the ground, eg. existing 

condition, relationship to neighbouring uses.  
 
3. A process of refinement which is ongoing. Further information continues to be 

collected, eg. access, ecology, landscape, which will be included in the assessment 
and inform the eventual outcome of the process to identify appropriate sites for 
development.  

 



The methodology has been based on the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessments 
Practice Guidance. Stage 7 in the guidance relates to assessing when and whether sites 
are likely to be developed. There are three key tests that have been applied: 
 
(a) Availability - has the owner informed the District Council that the land is available 

for development? 
 
(b) Suitability – is the land capable of being developed satisfactorily given its physical 

characteristics and presence of formal designations and significant constraints? 
 
(c) Achievability – whether development of the site would be economically viable based 

on its physical characteristics and the nature of any constraints that would have to 
be overcome?  

 
In addition, any significant benefits that would arise from the development of a parcel of 
land are identified. 
 
There is a general hierarchy that can be applied to these four factors: 
 
i. if a parcel of land is not available for development then its suitability or achievability 

should be given less weight 
ii. if a parcel of land is not suitable for development then the extent to which it is 

achievable should be given less weight 
iii. only if a parcel of land is found to be available, suitable and achievable should it be 

identified for development in the Core Strategy 
iv. the nature of specific benefits offered by development is taken into account, 

particularly when comparing parcels that satisfy the three tests. 
 
The assessment is based on the circumstances that apply to each land parcel but in 
certain cases, the implications of treating an aggregation of land parcels are identified. 
 
It should also be borne in mind that in certain cases there are settlement-wide issues 
that will need to be addressed, eg. capacity of schools, drainage improvements. 
 
Outcome 
 
For each settlement a schedule has been produced setting out how each land parcel 
performs against the factors outlined above.  
 
Those parcels that at this stage in the process are deemed to be appropriate for to be 
identified for development in the Core Strategy are shown in light orange on the screen 
version (light grey on a photocopy). 
 
This assessment should be treated as ‘work in progress’. As already explained, further 
information is still being collected and even for some of those parcels identified as being 
suitable for development at this stage there are issues that need to be resolved, eg. 
access. 
 
It must also be appreciated that this assessment is only one, albeit important, input to 
the process of identifying the most appropriate sites for future development. While it will 
inform the process, there are other sources of information that need to be taken into 
account, including the views of a wide range of consultees. 



Assessment of land parcels on the periphery of Stratford-upon-Avon 
 

NB. See accompanying plan for definition of parcels 
 
METHODOLOGY 
 
This assessment is based on and supported by the overall preferred option for focusing future development in Stratford-on-Avon District during the period 
to 2026 within and on the edges of Stratford-upon-Avon and the larger rural settlements (Main Rural Centres).  
 
1. Available:     Yes =  owner/developer is promoting land (either through SHLAA or submission on Draft Core Strategy)        No = land not being promoted
   
2. Suitable:    (a)   Yes = land lies within an area identified in SHLAA as a broad location where housing development is feasible 
            (b)   specify existing designations, eg. Green Belt, Area of Restraint, Special Landscape Area 
                       (c)   identify significant physical constraints to development *  
 
3. Achievable:     (a)   identify significant infrastructure constraints to development **   
                  (b)   Yes = development of site is likely to be economically viable based on physical and delivery characteristics   No = not viable  
 
4. Benefits:     Identify significant benefits offered by development of the site, eg. major infrastructure improvements, improved community facilities, 

environmental enhancement  
 
There is a general hierarchy that can be applied to these four factors: 
 
i. if a parcel of land is not available for development then its suitability or achievability should be given less weight 
ii. if a parcel of land is not suitable for development then the extent to which it is achievable should be given less weight 
iii. only if a parcel of land satisfies all three tests should it be identified for development in the Core Strategy 
iv. the nature of specific benefits offered by development is taken into account, particularly when comparing parcels that satisfy first three factors 
 
5. Proposed treatment in Core Strategy:      Yes = identify for development         No = don’t identify for development 
 
 
* Physical constraints assessed  

Flood risk  
Agricultural land quality  
Minerals  
Ecology  
Archaeology   
Heritage  
Landscape  
Leisure  
Pollution   

 
** Infrastructure constraints assessed 
  Highway access  
 Education  
 Drainage 



 
 

Parcel Ref. 
Factor 
 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
1. Available 
 

 
Yes (part) 

 
Yes (most) 

 
Yes (part) 

 
Yes 

 
Yes 

 
2. Suitable 
 
(a) broad location in SHLAA 
 
(b) existing designations 
 
 
 
 
(c) specific constraints 
 

 
 
 

No 
 

Area of Restraint 
Conservation Area  

(small part) 
 
 

Playing fields/sports 
pitches (most) 

Allotments (small part) 

 
 
 

No 
 

Area of Restraint 
Conservation Area  

(large part) 
 
 
- 

 
 
 

No 
 

Area of Restraint 
Conservation Area  

 
 
 

Flood risk (part) 
Allotments (part) 

 
 

 
 
 

No 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Landscape impact 
 

 
 

 
 
 

Yes 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Electricity lines cross site 

 
3. Achievable 
 
(a) specific constraints 
 
 
 
 
(b) economic viability 
 

 
 
 

No access other than 
through LP.2 

 
 
 

Yes 
 

 
 

 
 
 
- 
 
 
 
 

Yes 

 
 
 
- 
 
 
 
 

Yes 

 
 
 

Direct access off A46 
unlikely to be acceptable 

 
 
 

Yes 

 
 
 

Will require western relief 
road to develop entire 

area 
 
 

Yes 
 
 
 

 
4. Specific Benefits  
 
 
 

 
None 

 
 

 
None 

 
None 

 
None 

 
Contribute to a 

comprehensive package 
including relief road and 

community facilities 
 
5. Proposed treatment 
 
 
 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
Yes  

(see Proposal SUA.8 in 
Consultation Core 

Strategy) 

 
Yes 

(see Proposal SUA.7 in 
Consultation Core 

Strategy) 
 
Comment 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

    
Not justified or 

appropriate for housing 
development. Specific 

case made for 
employment uses. Likely 

to be dependent on 
access being provided off 

western relief road. 

 
Justified as part of a 

comprehensive approach 
to development West of 
Shottery or in its own 
right although capacity 

will be limited if western 
relief road is not 

provided. 



 
 

Parcel Ref. 
Factor 
 

 
6 

 
7 

 
8 

 
9 

 
10 

 
1. Available 
 

 
Yes 

 
Yes (small part) 

 
No 

 
Yes 

 
Yes 

 
2. Suitable 
 
(b) broad location in SHLAA 
 
(b) existing designations 
 
 
 
 
(c) specific constraints 
 
 
 

 
 
 

No 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Landscape impact 

 
 
 

No 
 

Area of Restraint (part) 
Conservation Area (part) 
Listed bldgs/garden (part) 

 
 

Heritage sensitivity 
Landscape impact 

Grade 3a agric. land 
(small part) 

 
 
 

No 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Landscape impact 

 
 
 

Yes 
 
- 
 
 
 
 

Flood risk (small part) 
Grade 3a agric. land 

 
 
 

No 
 

Vale of Evesham Control 
Zone 

 
 
 

Landscape impact 
Flood risk (small part) 
Steeply sloping (part) 

 
3. Achievable 
 
(a) specific constraints 

(b) economic viability 

 
 
 

No access other than 
through LP.4 or LP.5 

 
 
 

Yes 
 

 

 
 
 

No access other than 
through LP.5 or LP.9 

 
 
 

Yes 

 
 
 

Access off Evesham Road  
inappropriate; would have 

to be through LP.9 
 
 

Yes 

 
 
 

Access likely to require 
roundabout on Evesham 

Road 
 
 

Yes 
 

 
 
 

Access likely to require 
roundabout on Evesham 

Road 
 
 

Yes 
 

 
 

 
4. Specific Benefits  
 
 
 

 
None 

 
 

 
Contribute to a 

comprehensive package 
including relief road and 

public open space 

 
None 

 
Contribute to a 

comprehensive package 
including relief road and 

community facilities 

 
None 

 

 
5. Proposed treatment 
 
 
 

 
No 

 
Yes 

(see Proposal SUA.7 in 
Consultation Core 

Strategy) 

 
No 
 

 
Yes 

(see Proposal SUA.7 in 
Consultation Core 

Strategy) 

 
No 

 
Comment 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
Not suitable for 

development but forms 
part of a comprehensive 
approach to development 

West of Shottery. 
 

 
 

 
Justified as part of a 

comprehensive approach 
to development West of 
Shottery or in its own 
right although capacity 

could be limited if 
western relief road is not 

provided. 
 

 
 
 



 
 

Parcel Ref. 
Factor 
 

 
11 

 
12 

 
13 

 
14 

 
15 

 
1. Available 
 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
Yes 

 
No 

 
2. Suitable 
 
(a) broad location in SHLAA 
 
(b) existing designations 
 
 
 
 
 
(c) specific constraints 
 
 

 
 
 

No 
 

Area of Restraint 
SSSI (small part) 
TPO (small part) 

Vale of Evesham Control 
Zone 

 
Flood risk 

Ecological value 
 

 
 
 

No 
 

Area of Restraint 
TPO (small part) 

Vale of Evesham Control 
Zone 

 
 

Flood risk 
 

 
 
 

No 
 

Area of Restraint 
Vale of Evesham Control 

Zone 
 
 
 

Flood risk 
Ecological value 

 
 

 
 
 

No 
 

Area of Restraint 
Conservation Area 

 
 
 
 

Flood risk 

 
 
 

No 
 

Area of Restraint 
Conservation Area 

 
 
 
 

Flood risk (most) 

 
3. Achievable 
 
(a) specific constraints 
 
 
 
 
(b) economic viability 
 

 
 
 

No obvious suitable 
access 

Drainage issue 
 
 

No - requires major flood 
alleviation measures 

 

 
 
 

No obvious suitable 
access 

Drainage issue 
 
 

No - requires major flood 
alleviation measures 

 
 
 

No obvious suitable 
access 

Drainage issue 
 
 

No - requires major flood 
alleviation measures 

 
 
 

No obvious suitable 
access 

Drainage issue 
 
 

No - requires major flood 
alleviation measures 

 
 
 

No obvious suitable 
access 

Drainage issue 
 
 

No - requires major flood 
alleviation measures 

 
 
4. Specific Benefits  
 
 
 

 
None 

 
 

 
None 

 
None 

 
None 

 
None 

 

 
5. Proposed treatment 
 
 
 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
Comment 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

     



 
 

Parcel Ref. 
Factor 
 

 
16 

 
17 

 
18 

 
19 

 
20 

 
1. Available 
 

 
Yes (most) 

 
Yes 

 
Yes (most) 

 
Yes  

 
Yes  

 
2. Suitable 
 
(a) broad location in SHLAA 
 
(b) existing designations 
 
 
 
(c) specific constraints 
 
 
 

 
 
 

Yes 
 
- 
 
 
 

Flood risk (small part) 
Grade 2 agric. land (part) 
Community Woodland & 
Meadowland (small part) 

 
 
 

No 
 
- 
 
 
 

Grade 2 agric. land 
Community Woodland & 

Meadowland 

 
 
 

No 
 
- 
 
 
 

Flood risk (small part) 
Grade 2 agric. land(most) 
Community Woodland & 

Meadowland 

 
 
 

No 
 
- 
 
 
 

Grade 2 agric. land  
(large part) 

 
 
 

No 
 
- 
 
 
 

Community Woodland & 
Meadowland 

 
3. Achievable 
 
(a) specific constraints 
 
 
 
 
(b) economic viability 
 
 
 

 
 
 
- 
 
 
 
 

Yes 
 

 
 

 
 
 
- 
 
 
 
 

Yes 

 
 
 

Access off Trinity Way 
unlikely to be acceptable 

 
 
 

Yes 

 
 
 

Access requires round-
about on Shipston Road 

 
 
 

Yes 
 

 
 
 

Access off Trinity Way 
unlikely to be acceptable 

 
 
 

Yes 
 

 
 

 
4. Specific Benefits  
 
 
 

 
Secures extension to 
Community Woodland 

and Meadowland 
 

 
None 

 
None 

 
Opportunity to provide 
southern park-and-ride 
facility and community 

facilities 

 
None 

 
 

 
5. Proposed treatment 
 
 
 

 
Yes 

(see Proposal SUA.11 in 
Consultation Core 

Strategy) 

 
No 

 
No 

 
Yes 

(see Proposal SUA.13 in 
Consultation Core 

Strategy) 

 
No 

 
Comment 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

    
Inappropriate for 

residential development 
because detached from 

urban area 

 
No 



 
 

Parcel Ref. 
Factor 
 

 
21 

 
22 

 
23 

 
24 

 
25 

 
1. Available 
 

 
Yes 

 
Yes 

 
Yes 

 
Yes 

 
Yes (part) 

 
2. Suitable 
 
(a) broad location in SHLAA 
 
(b) existing designations 
 
 
 
 
(c) specific constraints 
 

 
 
 

No 
 

TPO (small part) 
 
 

 
 

Grade 2 agric. land 
 

 
 

 
 
 

No 
 
- 
 
 
 
 

Grade 2/3a agric. land 
(most) 

Landscape impact 

 
 
 

Yes 
 
- 
 
 
 
 

Grade 2/3a agric. land 
(most) 

 
 
 

No 
 
- 
 
 
 
 

Grade 2/3a agric. land 
(most) 

Landscape impact 

 
 
 

No 
 
- 
 
 
 
 

Sports Club (most) 
Allotments (small part) 

 
3. Achievable 
 
(a) specific constraints 
 
 
 
 
(b) economic viability 
 
 

 
 
 
- 
 
 
 
 

Yes 

 
 
 
- 
 
 
 
 

Yes 

 
 
 

Entire area cannot be 
served off Milestone Road 

 
 
 

Yes 

 
 
 
- 
 
 
 
 

Yes 

 
 
 

No obvious suitable 
access 

 
 
 

Yes 
 

 
 
4. Specific Benefits  
 
 
 

 
None 

 
 
 

 
None 

 
None 

 
None 

 
None 

 

 
5. Proposed treatment 
 
 
 

 
No 

 
No 

 
Yes – western part only 
(see Proposal SUA.12 in 

Consultation Core 
Strategy) 

 
No 

 
No 

 
Comment 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

   
Specific justification for 
an extra care/nursing 

home complex 

  



 
 

Parcel Ref. 
Factor 
 

 
26 

 
27 

 
28 

 
29 

 
30 

 
1. Available 
 

 
No 

 
Yes 

 
No 

 
No 

 
Yes (part) 

 
2. Suitable 
 
(a) broad location in SHLAA 
 
(b) existing designations 
 
 
 
 
(c) specific constraints 
 
 
 

 
 
 

No 
 

Ancient Monument 
(small part) 

 
 
 

Golf Course 
Mature trees 

 
 
 

No 
 
- 
 
 
 
 

Grade 2 agric. land 
Landscape impact 

 
 
 

No 
 
- 
 
 
 
 

Sports Club (most) 

 
 
 

No 
 
- 
 
 
 
 

Sports Club 

 
 
 

No 
 
- 
 
 
 
 

Grade 2/3a agric. land 
(most) 

Landscape impact 

 
3. Achievable 
 
(a) specific constraints 
 
 
 
 
(b) economic viability 
 
 

 
 
 

No obvious suitable 
access 

 
 
 

Yes 

 
 
 
- 
 
 
 
 

Yes 

 
 
 
- 
 
 
 
 

Yes 

 
 
 
- 
 
 
 
 

Yes 

 
 
 
- 
 
 
 
 

Yes 
 

 
 
4. Specific Benefits  
 
 
 

 
None 

 
 

 
None 

 
None 

 
None 

 
None 

 
 

 
5. Proposed treatment 
 
 
 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
Comment 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 

 
 

  
 



 
 

Parcel Ref. 
Factor 
 

 
31 

 
32 

 
33 

 
34 

 
35 

 
1. Available 
 

 
Yes 

 
Yes (most) 

 
Yes 

 
Yes (most) 

 
No 

 
2. Suitable 
 
(a) broad location in SHLAA 
 
(b) existing designations 
 
 
 
(c) specific constraints 
 
 
 

 
 
 

Yes 
 
- 
 
 
 

Grade 3a agric. land 

 
 
 

No 
 
- 
 
 
 

Grade 3a agric. land 
(part) 

Sports grounds (part) 
Allotments (part) 

 

 
 
 

No 
 

Area of Restraint 
 
 
 

Landscape impact 

 
 
 

No 
 

Area of Restraint 
Flood risk (most) 

Ancient Monument 
 

Archaeological remains 
Landscape impact 

 
 
 

No 
 

Area of Restraint 
Flood risk 

 

 
3. Achievable 
 
(a) specific constraints 
 
 
 
 
(b) economic viability 
 
 
 

 
 
 

Unclear whether can 
provide direct access off 

Main Street 
 
 

Yes 
 

 

 
 
 
- 
 
 
 
 

Yes 

 
 
 
- 
 
 
 
 

Yes 

 
 
 

Drainage issue 
 
 
 
 

No 

 
 
 

Drainage issue 
No access other than 

through LP.34 
 
 

No - requires major flood 
alleviation measures 

 
 

 
4. Specific Benefits  
 
 
 

 
None  

 
 

 
None  

 
None  

 
None 

 
None 

 

 
5. Proposed treatment 
 
 
 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No  

 
No 

 
No 

 
Comment 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  



 
 

Parcel Ref. 
Factor 
 

 
36 

 
37 

 
38 

 
39 

 
40 

 
1. Available 
 

 
Yes (part) 

 
Yes (small part) 

 
Yes 

 
No 

 
No 

 
2. Suitable 
 
(a) broad location in SHLAA 
 
(b) existing designations 
 
 
 
(c) specific constraints 
 
 
 

 
 
 

No 
 

Area of Restraint 
Flood risk 

Conservation Area (part) 
 

Ecological value 

 
 
 

No 
 

Green Belt 
 
 
 

Landscape impact 
Mature trees (part) 

 
 
 

Yes 
 
 
 
 
 

Open space with public 
access 

 
 
 

No 
 

Green Belt 
 
 
 

Landscape impact 

 
 
 

No 
 

Green Belt 
TPO (small part) 

 
 

Grade 3a agric.land (part) 
Landscape impact 

Proposed Wildlife Area in 
Local Plan 

 
 
3. Achievable 
 
(a) specific constraints 
 
 
 
 
(b) economic viability 
 
 
 

 
 
 

Drainage issue 
 
 
 
 

No - requires major flood 
alleviation measures 

 
 

 
 
 
- 
 
 
 
 

Yes 

 
 
 
- 
 
 
 
 

Yes 

 
 
 

No access other than 
through LP.38 or LP.40 

 
 
 

Yes 

 
 
 

Unlikely existing roads 
can serve whole area 

 
 
 

Yes  
 
 
 

 
4. Specific Benefits  
 
 
 

 
None 

 
 

 
None 

 
None 

 
None 

 
None 

 

 
5. Proposed treatment 
 
 
 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
Comment 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

   
 

  



 
 

Parcel Ref. 
Factor 
 

 
41 

 
42 

 
43 

 
44 

 
45 

 
1. Available 
 

 
No 

 
Yes 

 
Yes 

 
Yes 

 
Yes 

 
2. Suitable 
 
(a) broad location in SHLAA 
 
(b) existing designations 
 
 
 
 
(c) specific constraints 
 
 
 

 
 
 

No 
 

Green Belt 
 
 
 
 
- 

 
 
 

Yes 
 
- 
 
 
 
 

Drainage issue 

 
 
 

Yes 
 

Green Belt (part) 
 
 
 
 

Grade 3a agric. land 
(small part) 

Drainage issue 

 
 
 

Yes 
 
- 
 
 
 
 
- 

 
 
 

No 
 

Green Belt 
 
 
 
 
- 

 
3. Achievable 
 
(a) specific constraints 
 
 
 
 
(b) economic viability 
 
 
 

 
 
 

No obvious suitable 
access 

 
 
 

Yes 
 

 
 

 
 
 
- 
 
 
 
 

Yes 

 
 
 

No access other than 
through LP.42 or LP.44 

 
 
 

Yes 

 
 
 
- 
 
 
 
 

Yes 

 
 
 

No access other than 
through LP.44 

 
 
 

Yes 
 
 

 
 
4. Specific Benefits  
 
 
 

 
None 

 
 

 
Opportunity to resolve 

drainage issue 

 
Opportunity to resolve 

drainage issue 

 
None 

 
None 

 
 

 
5. Proposed treatment 
 
 
 

 
No 

 
Yes 

(see Proposal SUA.14C in 
Consultation Core 

Strategy) 

 
Yes (part) 

(see Proposal SUA.14C in 
Consultation Core 

Strategy) 

 
Yes 

(see Proposal SUA.14C in 
Consultation Core 

Strategy) 

 
No 

 
Comment 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
Appropriate in its own 

right or through a 
comprehensive approach 
including Land Parcels 43 

and 44 in relation to 
access, layout and 

landscaping. 

 
Southern part appropriate 

as part of a 
comprehensive approach 
including Land Parcels 42 

and 44 in relation to 
access, layout and 

landscaping. 

 
Appropriate as part of a 
comprehensive approach 
including Land Parcels 42 

and 43 in relation to 
access, layout and 

landscaping. 

 
 



 
 

Parcel Ref. 
Factor 
 

 
46 

 
47 

 
48 

 
49 

 
50 

 
1. Available 
 

 
Yes 

 
Yes 

 
No 

 
Yes 

 
Yes (most) 

 
2. Suitable 
 
(a) broad location in SHLAA 
 
(b) existing designations 
 
 
 
 
(c) specific constraints 
 
 
 

 
 
 

No 
 

TPO (small part) 
 
 

 
 

Landscape impact 
 

 
 
 

Yes 
 
- 
 
 
 
 
- 

 
 
 

No 
 
- 
 
 
 
 

Flood risk (part) 
Noise from bypass (part) 

Park-and ride (most) 

 
 
 

No 
 

Listed buildings (part) 
 
 
 
 

Flood risk (most) 
Noise from bypass (part) 

 

 
 
 

Yes 
 
- 
 
 
 
 

Flood risk (most) 
Proposed Public Open 
Space in Local Plan 

Noise from bypass (part) 
 
3. Achievable 
 
(a) specific constraints 
 
 
 
 
(b) economic viability 

 
 
 
- 
 
 
 
 

Yes 
 

 

 
 
 
- 
 
 
 
 

Yes 

 
 
 

Drainage issue 
 
 
 
 

Yes (part) 

 
 
 

Drainage issue 
Suitable access may not 

be achievable 
 
 

No - requires major flood 
alleviation measures 

 
 
 
- 
 
 
 
 

Yes 
 

 
 
4. Specific Benefits  
 
 
 

 
Opportunity to provide 
replacement Leisure 
Centre and link road 

between Bishopton Lane 
and Birmingham Road 

 
Removal of unattractive 

existing uses 

 
None 

 
None 

 
Contribute to 

comprehensive package 
including public open 
space and community 

facilities 
 
5. Proposed treatment 
 
 
 

 
Yes 

(see Proposal SUA.14B in 
Consultation Core 

Strategy) 

 
Yes  

(see Proposal SUA.9 in 
Consultation Core 

Strategy) 

 
Yes (part) 

(see Proposal SUA.10 in 
Consultation Core 

Strategy) 

 
No 

 
Yes 

(see Proposal SUA.14A in 
Consultation Core 

Strategy) 
 
Comment 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Intention to provide 
parkway station and 

extend car park 

  
Appropriate as part of a 
comprehensive approach 

with Land Parcel 51 in 
relation to access, layout 
landscaping and provision 
of community facilities. 



 
 

Parcel Ref. 
Factor 
 

 
51 

 
52 

   

 
1. Available 
 

 
Yes 

 
No 

   

 
2. Suitable 
 
(a) broad location in SHLAA 
 
(b) existing designations 
 
 
 
(c) specific constraints 
 
 
 

 
 
 

Yes (part) 
 
- 
 
 

 
Flood risk (small part) 

Landscape impact (part) 
Electricity line crosses site 
 

 
 
 

No 
 

Green Belt 
 
 
 
- 

   

 
3. Achievable 
 
(a) specific constraints 
 
 
 
 
(b) economic viability 
 

 
 
 

Improvements to existing 
roads required 

 
 
 

Yes 
 
 

 
 
 

Direct access off A46 not 
acceptable 

 
 
 

No – cost of overcoming 
access constraint relating 

to trunk road 
 

   
 
 
 
 
 

 
4. Specific Benefits  
 
 
 

 
Contribute to 

comprehensive package 
including public open 
space and community 

facilities 

 
None 

   
 
 

 
5. Proposed treatment 
 
 

 
Yes 

(see Proposal SUA.14A in 
Consultation Core 

Strategy) 

 
No 

   

 
Comment 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Appropriate as part of a 
comprehensive approach 

with Land Parcel 50 in 
relation to access, layout, 
landscaping and provision 
of community facilities. 

 

    

 


























































































































