
 

 

 

Appendix 14 - Assessment Tool – MAY 2019 

 

A number of potential development sites were offered by local land owners.  The challenge for the 

Neighbourhood Plan team was to priorities these potential development sites according to their 

suitability and desires of village residents.   

 

In the 2015 Survey “About You and Your Ideas” Q5 asked people to select, from a list of statements, 

“those which most closely represents your views”.  The top two were: 

 

• The provision of affordable housing for people with local connections with a score of over 

86%  

• A gradual addition of the dwellings through to 2031 with a score of over 81% 

 

The above provided the foundation for the housing policy within the Neighbourhood Plan. 

 

A process was been developed that incorporates feedback from local residents.  This makes the 

allocation of development sites inclusive and collective exercise, in-line with the ethos of the 

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).   

 

Residents were asked two fundamental and important questions at the 16th and 18th January, 2016, 

open day: 

 

1. Where they would like to build (WTB) and where they would like not to build (WNTB), and 

2. What were the most important criteria to consider when deciding the suitability of a 

development site? 

 

The criteria are as follows, which are listed in order of priority according to resident feedback. 

• Flooding 

• Sensitivity High 

• Sensitivity Med/High 

• Conservation Area 

• Green Finger 

• AONB 

• Green Sep Cor 

• VDS Views 

• Green Ent Cor 

• Habitat  High (4-6) 

• Habitat Low (1-3) 

• Ridge & Furrow 

• Med Settlement 

• Footpath 

• Med Earthworks 



 

Feedback from WTB and WNTB was incorporated with resident input on the above criteria that 

should be considered when deciding the suitability of a development site.   

 

A call for possible development sites was made as part of the NP process.  Land owners came 

forward with sites, which were clearly marked on local maps, enabling the boundaries of each site to 

be determined.   

 

Each site was researched using published data and maps to see if a specific criterion applied.  For 

example: the conservation area for Lower Brailes is clearly marked on the village map.  If a site, or 

part of a site, fell within conservation area the site received an adverse score.  This process was 

carried out for all the sites and all the criteria. 

 

The data on whether a particular criterion applied to a site was then entered into the evaluation tool 

– see figure below.   Each site was then processed through the evaluation tool to allow a comparison 

to be made of all the sites on their location and development suitability. 

 

 
 

The result of this analysis is presented in the table below.  The most suitable site is at the top, and 

the least at the bottom.   

 



 
 

 

The committee member responsible for the development of the analysis tool resigned from the 

committee in May 2016 and two other committee members took over responsibility for the tool. 

 

After some further analysis and discussion about the weighting factors for the landscape and 

sensibility weightings the following was suggested: 

 

- Sensitivity (High and Med/High) and Habitat (High and Low) were both given the same 

weighting factor. It was decided that we needed to differentiate between these two levels. 

 

The team took the decision at a full meeting on (??? Do either of you know the date) to change the 

weighting factors to better reflect the difference between the sensitivity measures. 

 

The results are shown below: 

 

Results - Override Factor set to 1 for all 

 

Results - Override factor set to 0.5 for 
landscape sensitivity (med/high) and Habitat 

(low) 

1 Compton Estates 222 East 0.30  1 Compton Estates 222 East -3.22 

2 Righton 189 Sutton Lane 3.22  2 Righton 189 Sutton Lane -0.30 

3 Bryony 425e 9.17  3 Bryony 425e 5.65 

4 Compton Estates 221 West 9.21  4 Compton Estates 221 West 5.70 

5 Binns 999 Location 9.26  5 Binns 999 Location 5.75 

RESULTS

Compton Estates 222 East 0.30

Righton 189 Sutton Lane 3.22

Righton Allotment 7.15

Bryony 425e 9.17

Compton Estates 221 West 9.21

Binns 999 Location 9.26

Manley 422 CH Lane N 9.60

Pogmore 513 11.72

Clark 999 Location 12.26

Salt 538e 12.26

Righton 154 Cow Lane 12.50

Manley 512 CH Ln S 13.95

Henbrook 553 14.78

Scarfe 545/546 16.92

Taylor Mid Only 16.99

Manley 516 High St 18.67

Manley 517 Centre N 19.77

Taylor Mid + Con 21.63

Taylor Con Only 21.63

Taylor Whole Field 35.63



6 Manley 422 CH Lane N 9.60  6 Manley 422 CH Lane N 9.45 

7 Pogmore 513 11.72  7 Righton Allotment 10.39 

9 Clark 999 Location 12.26  8 Pogmore 513 11.72 

10 Salt 538e 12.26  9 Clark 999 Location 12.12 

11 Righton 154 Cow Lane 12.50  10 Salt 538e 12.12 

12 Righton Allotment 13.90  11 Righton 154 Cow Lane 12.36 

13 Manley 512 CH Ln S 13.95  12 Taylor Mid Only 13.48 

14 Scarfe Land 545/546 16.92  13 Manley 512 CH Ln S 13.81 

15 Taylor Mid Only 16.99  14 Scarfe Land 545/546 16.77 

16 Henbrook 553 17.78  15 Henbrook 553 17.64 

17 Manley 516 High St 18.67  16 Taylor Mid + Con 18.12 

18 Manley 517 Centre N 19.77  17 Taylor Con Only 18.12 

19 Taylor Mid + Con 21.63  18 Manley 516 High St 18.67 

20 Taylor Con Only 21.63  19 Manley 517 Centre N 19.77 

21 Taylor Whole Field 35.63  20 Taylor Whole Field 32.12 

 

 

 

Ass can be seen, there is no marked difference between the scores that would influence the sites we 

have selected. For more details on why some sites have not featured in the selection criteria, please 

see Appendix 22 Evidence Base Housing 

 

At the request of the Examiner in May2019, we were asked to include the following explanatory 

notes to the Appendices: 

 

Let us deal with the criteria first. The groups aim was to develop a methodology that enabled a more 
objective way of assessing the sites put forward in the “Call for Sites” activity. 
 
Given the location of the village in the Cotswold AONB, key criteria around landscape, habitat etc 
were considered as essential for the “feedback” exercise. In addition to this we also asked people 
how they felt about “where to build” and “where not to build”. 
 
At the Public Consultation Event 3, held in January 2016, we had 164 attendees at the meetings. 
Each person was asked to complete a questionnaire and to rate the criteria in order of importance to 
them in how the village developed, each criteria was supported by a map of the village showing 
salient points.    
 
Criteria: 
 

• Flooding – Flooding has been a major problem for certain parts of the village. This 
criterion used the Flood Map SDC had used in their Core Strategy.  

• Landscape Sensitivity High – This was based on the work done by SDC as part of their Core 
Strategy.  

• Landscape Sensitivity Med/High – Again, based on the work done by SDC as part of their 
Core Strategy. 

• Conservation Area – This map showed the Conservation Area in Lower Brailes.  

• Green Finger – This map showed where undeveloped land ran adjacent to roads to form 
“green fingers”.   



• AONB – This map showed the boundaries of the Cotswold AONB. 

• Green Separation Corridors – This map showed fields which were currently separating the 
settlements of Upper and Lower Brailes.  

• VDS Views – This map showed the “important” views as defined in the Village Design 
Statement. (see Appendix 9).  

• Green Entry Corridors – This map showed the fields adjacent to the roads as you enter the 
village. 

• Habitat High (4-6) – This map was based on the WCC – Warwickshire Habitat Biodiversity 
Audit.  

• Habitat Low (1-3) – This map was based on the WCC - Warwickshire Habitat Biodiversity 
Audit. 

• Ridge & Furrow – This map was based on the Historic Environment Record. 

• Medieval Settlement – This map was based on the Historic Environment Record.  

• Footpath – This map was based on the OS map of footpaths and bridleways in the village. 

• Medieval Earthworks – This map was based on the Historic Environment Record. 

• In addition, there was a map showing all the numbered fields in the village and we asked 
people to select those fields they would be happy to see built on and those they would 
not.    

 
 
The results of the consultation exercise were then entered into the “Assessment Tool” to rank the 
fields put forward in the “Call for Sites” in terms of suitability for “Allocation” in the Plan and further 
discussions with the relevant landowners. 
 
With regard to the weighting factors in the tool: 
 



Outputweighting = the score the criteria received that then went towards scoring each site.    
 
   

 

Initial rating = the order in which residents placed the criteria in. 

 

Magnifying factor = A linear function provides a straight line relationship between the 

lowest and highest ranked criteria.  However, when the criteria was ranked in order, a linear 

function did not reflect the importance attached by residents to criteria that fell in the 

middle.  It gave a false impression of how important things like Green Entry Corridors were 

in comparison to flooding.  A parabolic function closely matches the curve generated by the 

number or responses for each criteria when they are ranked in order – highest to 

lowest.  The assessment tool therefore closely reflects resident’s views when a parabolic 

function is used compared to a linear.  

 

A parabolic function was applied, so the tool matched the responses from village residents 

– i.e. for more people, flooding was more important than Medieval earthworks. 

 

Interim rating = not required because we deleted the “override weight” to make the tool 

more transparent. 

 


