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1. Introduction 

This report contains an analysis of the responses made by residents and private individuals 

to the Stratford Riverside Project Consultation undertaken between 23rd November 2020 

and 31st January 2021. This was an open consultation with the aim of gathering views 

from all interested parties and individuals on the proposed conceptual design for the 

Stratford Riverside Project. This feedback was sought with a view to inform the design as 

it moves forward beyond the concept stage. 

 

2. Methodology 

The analysis was undertaken by the Performance, Consultation and Insight Unit from 

Stratford-on-Avon District Council. 

532 responses were received altogether to the consultation. 17 were classed as being from 

organisations rather than private individuals, and were removed to be analysed separately.  

515 responses from residents/private individuals were received giving direct feedback on 

the project. Responses were received by three methods: 

 Webform submissions downloaded into a csv file 

 Emails addressed to the Riverside Project for inclusion in the analysis 

 Scanned postal replies 

These responses were copied into an excel spreadsheet and analysed using thematic 

analysis as follows: 

 Responses were read in their entirety and broad themes were drawn. 

 Responses were read again in relation to the broad themes. The broad themes were 

further broken down into main theme categories and responses assigned to each 

category according to their content. Reponses could be assigned to multiple 

categories according to the content. 

 Responses were read again with a view to understanding the main issues within 

each main theme category, with each main theme being further defined into mini-

themes. Responses were assigned accordingly to mini-themes depending on their 

content. Again, responses could be assigned into multiple mini-theme categories 

according to the content. 

 The number of responses assigned to each main theme and mini-theme were then 

calculated. 

This method was used as it allowed analysts to not only uncover the main areas of interest 

to residents (main themes), but also made clear what aspects of the project were 

considered positively and negatively, what the causes for concern were and why, and how 

they all related to each other and the proposed Vision. This will provide the necessary 

clarity of understanding in terms of resident feedback to allow the project to move forward 

into its next stage.  
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3. Key Points 

 515 resident responses received. 

 

 The key issue for people was that of the environment/biodiversity. They would like 

to see an environmental focus driving the Riverside Project proposals, but this was 

not the case as the concept stands. People were very keen that no element of the 

project was harmful to wildlife and biodiversity. 

 

 There was a feeling that the concept proposals were trying to achieve too much 

and simpler, less ‘developed’ proposals would be more acceptable. There was a 

general feeling that peaceful and natural environments were beneficial to health 

and wellbeing. 

 

 The plans for Riverside North received far more criticism than those for Central and 

South. This was mainly due to concerns over impacts on wildlife and environment, 

as well as character, particularly at risk from large car park expansion but also from 

encouraging footfall. 

 

 Better walking and cycling infrastructure was welcome. 

 

 People would much rather other car parks such as the Leisure Centre and park and 

ride were promoted to encourage full occupancy before any further extensive 

parking installed at Fisherman’s Car Park. 

 

 People would prefer Riverside South to be the focus of any ‘human-based activity’ 

development. 
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4. Analysis of responses 

4.1.  Broad themes 

An initial reading of all 515 responses from residents/private individuals saw four main 

themes emerge: general comments relating to the overall impact of the project; comments 

particularly focused on Riverside North; comments relating to car parks, parking and 

associated traffic within Stratford-upon-Avon; and comments relating to Riverside Central 

and South. These four overarching themes formed the basis of the analysis, and will be 

explored in turn in the analysis below. 

4.2.  Overall Impact of the Project 

Responses which made a general comment about the project as a whole were classified 

under the broad theme overall impression and impact of the project. These responses 

addressed a variety of different topic areas or themes, as shown in Table 1/Figure 1.  

  

Theme Count 

The environment 137 

Positive 95 
Character and design 76 

Negative 75 
Traffic Issues 65 

Money better spent elsewhere 55 
Tourism Issues 54 
Consultation and engagement 42 

Other 36 
Table 1 

 
 

 

Figure 1  
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4.2.1. Positive Comments 

 
Generally positive comments regarding the project as a whole could be classified into 

different themes, as shown below. 

Theme Count 

Mostly positive comments 68 

Benefit residents 30 

Positive-ish 24 

Benefit tourism 19 
Table 2 

68 responses were mostly positive about the entire project and included comments 

overall such as: 

“This is a project which will be of great benefit to the people of Stratford. I disagree that 

it will create Disney on Avon as some have claimed, but Stratford's very own Kew 

Gardens.”  

“Very strongly support. This is a brilliant plan for an area in great need of sympathetic - 

but improved - management.” 

 

Positive responses were made in relation to the potential benefit to the environment, 

summed up typically by: 

“Great opportunity here to use zoning to create an excellent nature-connected experience 

for visitors and enhance the biodiversity of the corridor - more nature would enhance 

visits. Given that otters, kingfishers etc. use this area, carefully planned quieter zones 

would give sensitive 'star species' the space they need. Great opportunity to increase 

nature diversity through restoration of the green corridor and connect visitors to wildlife 

by planting native shrubs etc. around car parks.” 

 

Having more open spaces to have access was seen as a positive: 

“Overall we like the scale and scope of the Riverside Green Corridor project. We are 

entirely in support of the opening up of access to the green spaces along the river to the 

public, and with limited and sensitively designed development, encouraging a greater 

number of diverse visitors to enjoy the open spaces.” 

 

The benefits to improving the river were welcomed: 

“Lots of the ideas are great. Revitalising the river is crucial to the town.” 

 

A number of residents making positive comments liked the scheme for the ideas put 

forward in the proposals: 

“Brilliant scheme, the best thing to come out of lockdown! A fantastic resource for locals 

and visitors, full of imaginative and creative improvements.”  

“This is one of the most imaginative schemes I’ve seen to enhance Stratford’s residents 

and visitors enjoyment of the town.” 
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Revitalising the town was seen as key for some: 

“Fully support this project. The project really needs to get going ASAP to help revitalise 

the tourist town after COVID-19. Time is of the essence.” 

 

30 responses suggested that the scheme would benefit residents.  

The benefits were seen in terms of a healthier lifestyle: 

“I totally agree with the ideas and think this project would improve the standard of living 

for people in Stratford encouraging people to cycle and walk more.”  

 

For some responses, the proposals were good news for Stratford’s families:  

“If the beauty and calm of nature can be harnessed for children to enjoy I think that could 

be really amazing.”  

“People want to use the river, I canoe and paddle board with my children and they love it, 

let’s make it easy for people to enjoy the Avon. I feel blessed to live, work and have a 

young family in Stratford.” 

 

Benefits were seen for residents in order for them to enjoy things environmentally: 

“I am a big fan of this project, as it offers opportunities to develop an asset, the river, 

both for the local community as well as the local wildlife.” 

 

The benefits to residents in respect of climate change were also outlined: 

“This should be seen as the first step as an aggressive zero carbon agenda, encouraging 

local residents to use local facilities, reducing car traffic and increasing zero emission 

mobility, and encouraging zero emission tourism, whilst also supporting local health and 

wellbeing.” 

 

24 responses were partly positive so long as any revisions included some changes. 

Typical comments included: 

“Hi there, I’ve just read through the proposal which no doubt would add much needed, 

all-inclusive leisure space for all. Whilst I think that the plans could turn this rather uncared 

for area to a great asset for the town, its residence and visitors alike, I’m very much 

surprised by the total lack of environmental consideration in the proposal put forward for 

public scrutiny.” 

 

Residents outlined their broad support but warned on potentially over-developing: 

“Overall, I am in favour of the project. The important issue to me is not to do "too much" 

and endanger the current quality of the area by over-development. The main point is to 

keep the relative wild feeling and not to over develop.” 

“I think the project sounds really interesting. I am quite concerned that the 

biodiversity/wildlife at this site will be jeopardised by overdevelopment.” 
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Sympathetic planning of the proposals was important: 

“In my opinion the project is a great idea but it is very important to develop it with the 

right image so that the visitors who will use the area will respect it. And it is also important 

to have in place now a strong strategy of how to maintain it properly in the future.”  

“The project needs to balance the recreational needs of Stratford residents with those of 

visitors for access to the town. - Need to avoid the temptation to 'over improve' what is 

currently an almost natural environment.” 

 

Although in favour of some of the proposals, concern was raised on how the town could 

manage more people visiting: 

“I am fully supportive of improvements to our environment that you propose, but cannot 

accept that this town’s current infrastructure can cope with yet more visitors.” 

 

19 responses saw the project as potentially benefitting business/tourism in general 

and included comments in respect of the financial benefits: 

“I was born in Stratford and as a child I had many enjoyable days down by the basin. It 

didn't matter if you couldn't swim as there was plenty to do. I find there isn't much for 

children to do other than the play park. It would draw more locals as well as tourists 

bringing more revenue to the town which is badly needed.” 

 

Benefits were also seen through the longer length of stay possible: 

“Fantastic initiatives which will attract more people to Stratford, and which will increase 

dwell time.” 

 

4.2.2. Negative Comments   
 
There were 69 general negative comments about the entire project as a whole. 

A number of these responses opposed the project due to its potential impact on wildlife 

and habitats, and did not want to see any destruction of nature or countryside: 

“No, no, no.......destroy even more of our beautiful countryside. Isn’t there enough 

development going on already how much more!!!!” 

“I do not support this plan: 1) the threat to the existing wildlife and habitat.” 

“I am completely against all your proposals. The beauty of the current wild areas is 

precisely that.” 

“The whole project is a contrived waste of money and injurious to wildlife.” 

 

Some had financial concerns regarding the budget for the project, with some scepticism 

that all the proposals could not be delivered for the amounts stated, with comments such 

as: 

“The current outline plans do not appear achievable on the budget of approx. £2 million 

quoted. There are also costs of ongoing maintenance to consider. We are concerned that 
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there is a danger the whole project is not achievable and therefore the overall aims are 

not met.” 

 

A number of responses shared concerns about what would happen if funding ran out while 

the project was still ongoing, and who would pay the extra needed to complete the project, 

for example: 

“Finally the estimated costs of the project through the whole lifecycle, and the burden on 

residents, should be made clear. It's fine to say that there is some money available from 

the LEP but where is the rest coming from?”  

 

Some responses failed to see the benefits the project would have: 

“Please reconsider this ill-conceived, short sighted and destructive plan which would, in 

the long term, fail to benefit either local wild life or local people.”  

A number of responses expressed opposition to the project as a whole, but without any 

particular reason: 

“At the risk of repeating myself I simply want to say this is a project that is not acceptable 

on so many levels. The more I learn about it the more opposed I become.” 

 

A number of responses were concerned that any benefits were theoretical and not 

evidenced by supporting research: 

“Zero evidence presented that this will help town centre business. There is plenty of 

underused town fringe parking, already. No justification for decimation of green space to 

build more.”  

“Too many 'coulds' feature within the scheme's 'benefits', with little evidence provided to 

back it all up.” 

 

Some opposition stemmed from a lack of desire to encourage more visitors to the area: 

“This is totally unnecessary - it should be left as it is. Why do we need to attract more 

visitors? This is not for local residents.” 

“I strongly object to the highly obtrusive proposed expansion of the Fisherman's car park 

and to the associated "riverside corridor" development - all driven by the desire to swell 

’visitor numbers’.” 
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4.2.3. Spend the Money Elsewhere  
 
A number of responses argued that they would have liked the money earmarked for the 

project to have been spent elsewhere. The areas suggested can be seen below. 

 
Theme Count 

Spend on town centre 22 

Spend on infrastructure 17 

Spend money on business/employment 13 

Spend elsewhere 11 
Table 3 

22 responses stated that they would rather see spending on the town centre instead, 

particularly given how hard the town and businesses have been hit by the recent Covid 

pandemic. Typical comments included: 

 

“Leave it as it is and spend the money on doing what is becoming a very grotty town 

centre up.” 

 

“I would like to see SDC spend money on reviving the town, which is looking very 3rd 

world - empty shops, too many cheap sandwich & coffee shops - instead of the unique 

historic town it used to be.”  

 

“Due to the Covid-19 pandemic, and set against the backdrop that many retail businesses 

were already struggling, the priority at this time should be to invest in the Town Centre to 

retain existing businesses and attract new ones.” 

 

 

17 responses mentioned that they would like to see money being spent on 

infrastructure. Typical comments were; 

 

“There are many more important projects to be dealt with first including the traffic 

problems on all the major routes in and out of town. Warwick road is already a car park 

many days throughout the year and I feel this will just exacerbate the problem moving 

traffic to other routes into town.” 

 

“Stratford-upon-Avon should demonstrate its commitment to a sustainable future by 

investing in green public transportation options and in regional planning sensitive to 

integrated ecological values, which include planning and managing for extreme climate 

change-induced events (flooding, drought, species extinction, ongoing pandemics) and 

thinking with the watershed, which includes coordinating with and managing upstream 

uses which include the Vale Fresco agricultural operation, livestock farming, and other 

industrial operations.” 

 

 

13 responses suggested investing in business and employment would be more 

beneficial: 

 

“I would also like to see some effort going into encouraging interesting smaller traders 

such as you find in seaside resorts (which would also encourage visitors big time) by 

reducing rents, surely it’s better to have the shops up and running on a reduced rent than 

empty with no rent coming in!” 

 

“With the local economy in dire straits & a major recession on its way, this money would 

be better spent supporting local businesses within the town itself, bringing visitors into the 
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heart of the town not encouraging them to stay outside. Again, why not support what 

already exists rather than spend our taxes on what is likely to be a waste of money.” 

 

 

11 comments were more general on where spending should be, a typical example 

being: 

 

“Leave everything alone, and use the money on something the Stratford residents actually 

want - not this trumped up nonsense.” 

 

 

4.2.4. Tourism 
 
51 responses discussed tourism within Stratford-upon-Avon, with a number of themes 

emerging, as seen below. 

 
Theme Count 

Too much for tourists not for residents 28 

Other 10 

Impact on town centre 9 

Impact on traffic through visitors 5 

Attracting tourists 5 
Table 4 

 

A common thread across these responses was that there was too much emphasis on 

tourists and not residents in terms of what was on offer and what was being proposed 

in the Vision. Within these responses, the amount of tourists in the town and the impact 

of this on residents was a typical concern: 

 

“Please do something for the residents of Stratford and ignore the tourist dollar. There is 

getting less and less for residents.” 

 

“The town has too many visitors in the summer already, some space is needed for 

residents to enjoy as well. Whilst we are happy to share, we do not want to be crowded 

out of our own town.” 

 

“No more plans to encourage visitors to Stratford needed. It’s time to think about the 

wishes of those of us who live here. We now avoid town at the weekends.” 

 

“As a generational Stratfordian I am both angry and saddened by the over-development 

of what once was a beautiful little historic market town. The town has been over-developed 

without any consideration for the residents and with the focus entirely on the visitors. It 

is time to stop before Stratford becomes irreparably damaged through greed.” 

 

 

Some responses mentioned that Stratford has more than enough attractions as it is, and 

there was no need for more: 

 
“I don't think this part of Stratford should be changed to attract tourists when there are 

so many facilities and attractions for tourists that already exist.” 
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9 comments were made specifically on the impact on the town centre itself of more 

tourists, with issues raised regarding a retail offer which did not serve locals well: 

 

“Whilst we accept that Stratford needs to provide employment to younger people in the 

town, and that encouraging visitors is essential to support its theatre scene, the one thing 

the Covid pandemic has taught us is that we cannot support the mass invasion of visitors 

that has been a feature of the past. The town is full of, quite frankly, tacky gift shops and 

cafes that make it very unattractive to residents and proper shoppers from elsewhere. The 

traffic is horrendous. We must not encourage more visitors - the town must adapt and find 

new sources of revenue that do not involve it being over-run by more visitors and more 

traffic.” 

 

“The town is full of, quite frankly, tacky gift shops and cafes that make it very unattractive 

to residents and proper shoppers from elsewhere.” 

 

 

Some comments were made on the impact of tourist traffic on the town itself: 

 

“Stratford is already tourist driven with artery roads clogged up. It's loud and polluted, so 

traffic needs reducing and no more in town car parks.”   

 

 

Some responses wanted to see money spent in ways to attract visitors to the town 

itself, thereby improving the local economy: 

“With the local economy in dire straits & a major recession on its way, this money would 

be better spent supporting local businesses within the town itself, bringing visitors into the 

heart of the town not encouraging them to stay outside.” 

 

“There needs to be a good balance of businesses to attract both local and tourist visitors; 

some unique boutiques and interesting eateries to make a trip to the town special and 

memorable.” 

 

 

10 other comments on the tourism theme were made, including those on achieving 

greater tourism spend. 

 

“What we need are clever ways to reduce day trippers who spend little and encourage 

higher spending visitors.” 

 

“Though understand the need to encourage people to our Town for financial revenue, 

goodness knows we need it more than ever since Covid.” 

 
 

4.2.5. Traffic/Transport   
 
55 responses addressed issues of traffic and transport in Stratford-upon-Avon, with the 

following areas emerging. 

 
Theme Count 

Main traffic problem areas 31 

Project will increase traffic in general 26 

Traffic related to parking 8 
Table 5 
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Main traffic problem areas brought up in responses included the Bridgeway gyratory, 

Clopton Bridge, Birmingham Road and Shipston Road. Most of these responses could not 

see how the project as planned would alleviate these issues: 

“Often on Saturdays before covid there are traffic queues right along Warwick road up to 

Hatton rock turning or beyond so I don't understand how this development will help with 

traffic problems.” 

“I am mystified how enlarging the fishermen’s car park is going to relieve traffic congestion 

on the Birmingham Road or town centre.” 

“Warwick Road is a principle artery through the town and often suffers with queuing traffic. 

The addition of 500 cars for access to the proposed car park, will further increase the 

severity of this issue. What is really needed is a by-pass route for traffic heading south, 

avoiding Clopton Bridge and Stratford town.” 

 

26 residents expressed their concerns that the project will increase traffic in general: 

“Firstly, increasing the desire to come to Stratford may well increase the number of 

visitors, and, as it is, traffic and congestion is a major issue for our town. What ideas do 

you have to combat this?” 

“Please do not encourage yet more CARS to visit Stratford. To think that this development 

is going to prevent town congestion is naive.” 

“If you are serious about reducing traffic in Stratford then make the park and train/bus 

free. That site is huge and is never at capacity. Stop the cars there before they head to 

the Rec. It is terrible that this isn't already the case.” 

 

Traffic issues were blamed on people trying to access particular car parks, such as those 

at the recreation ground and Swan’s Nest: 

“The Birmingham road is a mess which needs sorting out first as traffic heading for the rec 

from Birmingham and Redditch congest all the way to the gyratory.” 

“A new car park with access form the Seven Meadows Road would help enormously the 

congestion on the Banbury Road and down Swan Nest Lane by reducing the volume of 

traffic into and out of the existing Recreation ground car-park.” 

 

There was some feeling that town centre parking was going to be necessary for those 

wanting to shop, and that finding solutions to easing traffic flow was more realistic than 

simply removing traffic from the centre: 

“It is clear that high street stores are in a downward decline.  Traffic: Removing traffic 

from the town centre does not encourage shoppers. If pollution is caused by stationary 

traffic then easing traffic flow has to be the answer.” 
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4.2.6. Character 
 
A number of responses addressed the character of the project as a whole and its design, 

with the following topic areas being covered. 

 
Theme Count 

Character unattractive/Not in keeping with area 51 

Stratford’s identity/character 23 

Over-development 16 

Character good/In keeping with area 9 

Aspects of design 8 
Table 6 

51 responses felt that the character of the project as a whole was not attractive, and 

not in-keeping with what they would want to see. A variety of reasons as to why 

responses did not find the nature of the project attractive were given, including a concern 

that it was overly formal or too human-focused: 

“Tourists and locals want to see an unspoiled country town with a rustic, old-world look, 

not one that is landscaped to perfection.” 

“I think we should be reviewing, preserving and improving what we have, instead of 

creating a themed river experience.” 

”Looking at the Rec today, I see a dead space. Designed for humans with little appreciation 

for much else. The designs proposed seem to not have much advanced in this regard which 

is awfully sad and a waste of an opportunity.” 

 

Size of the project was another reason for concern: 

“This is an enormous project. I think the sheer size is part of the problem.” 

 

There were some concerns about the project following a commercial brief: 

“The plan is, however, fundamentally flawed in that it works on set of assumptions that is 

not commensurate with the climate emergency or the ecological breakdown now in 

process. This is because it’s value hierarchy is: business, tourists, residents, ecology and 

climate. In order to draw up a better plan you need to reverse that hierarchy then re-

vision your plan.” 

 

Concerns over the loss of green space in favour of hard landscaping or concrete, and the 

focus on providing structures were voiced: 

“Please do not 'pave paradise and put up a parking lot.” 

“I believe the project as proposed is too heavy on planned development / change / 

construction.” 

“The project seems too intrusive to the area, to the point where it will damage the local 

fauna and wildlife irreversibly. The area holds many rabbits, pheasants, ducks and many 

other animals, and I believe a lot of these would disappear if the proposal is put in place.” 

 

A number of these responses alluded to Stratford’s identity as a beautiful historic market 

town. As such, the plans to develop the riverside areas proposed in the Vision would not 

be in-keeping with this identity: 
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“Any direct commercialisation of the riverside outside of the town centre would be a 

disaster to the spirit and style of the town. We live in a beautiful traditional market town 

and any development of the area must respect this, above all else.”  

“A document describing a manicured, carefully sculpted fantasy park incorporating the 

current buzzwords, covering over the ultimate sterility of concrete car parks and swathes 

of tarmac paths… In these uncertain times, two million pounds of taxpayers’ money would 

be better spent on the overall infrastructure of the town, focusing on supporting a thriving 

local community of the residents and its businesses. If this is done, it will ensure this 

‘historic market town’ will once again be a destination people will want to return to.” 

“We should be known as a town with an exceptional nature park and trails. We should NOT 

become a town known for its theme parks, fairground rides, big wheel etc. This extension 

should not be a back door excuse for more commercialisation.” 

 

A number of these responses discussed the nature of the riverside project as in danger of 

being over-development. There was some feeling that what was proposed was not 

physically possible. Responses generally wanted to see something much simpler and pared 

down: 

 
“I think there are some good ideas but it is way too over developed, it doesn’t need mass 

changing just gentle tweaks.” 

 

“Overdevelopment is tacky and not needed. The area is NOT a blank canvas- it’s already 

full of wildlife which will be paved over for a car park while the rest is changed from nature 

haven to no better than Disneyland.” 

 

“There is nothing at all to like about this overblown project. The area is perfect as it is and 

supports a relatively rich ecosystem. Any development will only reduce its ecological 

value.” 

 

“Maintenance of the pathways and bridges and tree planting are valuable and perhaps 

reduction of some dominant species to allow others to flourish. Please don’t overdevelop 

and ruin our lovely dog walking area.” 

 

 

However, some responses were more positive about the character of the plans. Some 

responses commented on the plans as being imaginative and fresh: 

 
“I was delighted to read early reports of the proposed redevelopment of the land to the 

west of the Fisherman's car park, and the Recreation Ground. It seemed so in tune with 

current thinking. And had the potential to increase visitor numbers whilst also revitalising 

the town for more community focussed residents. In particular, the vision for the new area 

brought in by the purchase of the Onion Field set a fresh new tone for Stratford. Ponds. 

Community Orchard. Community Gardens. This talks to a whole new audience and 

contemporises the town.” 

 

“Brilliant scheme, the best thing to come out of lockdown! A fantastic resource for locals 

and visitors, full of imaginative and creative improvements. Congratulations to all 

involved.” 

 

 

Some responses liked the ‘ecological improvement’ aspects of the plans: 

 

“You speak of ecological improvement, I think. That is the top priority here.” 
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“The real value should be to nature and securing the planets future as well as attracting 

residents and visitors to the town to support vibrancy and jobs. A difficult balance but one 

that must be found.” 

 

“Stratford should have the ambition to be the leading green town in the Midlands and this 

is a welcome first step.” 

 

 

A number of responses made reference to issues of design. There was some concern that 

the proposals did not take into account the wider geographical context, and as such were 

not as well designed or thought through as they potentially could be: 

 

“This proposal seems poorly thought through, especially in the wider Stratford context.” 

 

“Take a whole-Stratford view – the plans for the riverside corridor in isolation risk 

fragmenting town development, causing problems, and not benefitting from opportunities 

elsewhere in the town. Pathways, cycle routes, parking, placing cafes, each need to be 

considered Stratford-wide.” 
 

Some would have liked to see more focus on keeping green spaces and improving 

walking/cycling within Stratford as opposed to a focus on cars: 

“Focus should be placed on the walkability and cyclability of Stratford and this 

development, not on creating infrastructure that **encourages** vehicle transport.” 

 

The possible need for street lighting was also mentioned. 

 

4.2.7. The Environment  
 
The Environment saw the most responses being made about the project as a whole. 

Responses referred to what they saw as the impact of the project as a whole on the 

environment, and its relationship to it. Different topics were covered, as seen below. 

 
Theme Count 

Negative for the environment 75 

Need natural/wild areas for biodiversity 75 

Positive to Stratford environmentally 14 

Climate change 10 

Need for more public open space 3 
Table 7 

75 comments were made about the proposals for the project as a whole and how they 

would be negative for the environment. Many responses had grave concerns over the 

potential destruction of habitats and negative effects on the local ecosystem: 

“I am incandescent about the plans for the riverside. For all the reasons environmentally 

other have put forward. Total waste of money and just unnecessary ruination of a natural 

spot.”  

“I do not feel that this area needs to be developed or altered in any way. We do not need 

to destroy this beautiful natural habitat. The attraction of this area is that it is in its natural 

state and any alteration or so called improvement would be to its detriment. I like the 

rustic element to it and strongly object to the plans.” 
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“The area is perfect as it is and supports a relatively rich ecosystem. Any development will 

only reduce its Ecological value.” 

 

The impact of attracting more visitors on the local ecosystems was also a concern: 

“Let nature take its own path and develop naturally. Bringing in more people and making 

more areas accessible will totally destroy the fragile ecosystem. Preserve, conserve and 

hands off.” 

 

There were concerns about the loss of green or open spaces: 

“I am concerned that you are destroying a significant amount of ‘green space’ in this 

proposal. I think it is a great idea to make more of the water areas, they would be fantastic 

attractions. However, reducing the green areas, does not in any way help to improve air 

quality.” 

“This year, more than others, we have learnt how important nature and open spaces are. 

Let’s put nature, and people’s well-being and mental health, as a priority.” 

  

The potential for increased vehicle movement into Stratford, and its negative impact was 

voiced: 

“Encouraging cars is bad for the environment locally.” 

 

Flooding in the Stratford area was put in focus by some. 

“Yet again the flood plain management will over rule by fiscal gain.” 

“The area is frequently flooded, it would be a positive danger to the riverside.” 

 

75 responses discussed the need for natural/wild areas for biodiversity, with concerns 

that the project as a whole may impact negatively on this. Concerns were raised at the 

effect on the natural environment and biodiversity of the plans: 

“I don't think this is a good idea at all. The best way to protect natural environments is for 

man to leave well alone. The more leisure "activities" you add, the further away from 

natural tranquillity and beauty it will get. Please leave it as a pure and natural eco-space. 

Remember this - all the earth's environmental problems are due to human activity; every 

single one! Greed is a terribly ruinous aspect of the human condition.” 

“The Scheme claims to protect, restore and enhance the rich biodiversity of these flood 

meadows but by its very nature would compromise these biodiverse wildlife habitats.” 

 

The effect on wildlife was a concern: 

“Wildlife needs wilderness, not civic parks or farmers’ fields.” 

“The project seems too intrusive to the area, to the point where it will damage the local 

fauna and wildlife irreversibly. The area holds many rabbits, pheasants, ducks and many 

other animals, and I believe a lot of these would disappear if the proposal is put in place.” 

“The additional development of the area will be detrimental to the existing wildlife and 

surrounding habitat.” 
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“I don’t like anything about this project. It’s going to cause the destruction of wildlife’s 

habitat and increase pollution, due to the increase in traffic. I strongly object to it.” 

 

Many responses felt that biodiversity had to be a priority for any proposals: 

“This project must ensure that every possible eco/environmental aspect is fully respected 

and managed. Priority must be given to protecting and developing biodiversity. A 

commitment to future maintenance and care is essential. Failure to achieve the highest 

standards of environmental care will implicitly mean that this project is a failure.” 

“The main thrust of any change (and we prefer it as it is) should be to promote and 

enhance the fauna and flora already established.” 

“The absolute priority has to be enhancing the ecological value of the site, planting new 

trees, increasing carbon capture and improving biodiversity.” 

 

Concerns about the potential loss of natural habitats were mentioned: 

“The natural habitat in this area should not be tampered with. The execution of the plans 

will unnecessarily disrupt to delicate balance of wildlife.” 

“Totally dismayed that one of the few remaining areas of natural habitat it to be sanitised 

for the sake of the council's coffers. This area of natural beauty and sanctuary for insects, 

birds and small animals to be destroyed not for the benefit of local residents but for 

financial gain.” 

 

 

Concerns about the lack of impact assessments regarding biodiversity were also raised: 

 

“I’m very much surprised by the total lack of environmental consideration in the proposal 

put forward for public scrutiny. Where are the reports that assess impact on flora and 

fauna? Inclusive design must also take into account plant and animal habitat. This would 

be a great opportunity to design and create a space that improves diversity of plants and 

animal species by re-wilding with care and consideration to create a space that truly offers 

a feeling of walking in nature.” 

 

 

However, 14 responses felt that the proposals as a whole may be positive for the 

environment:  

“Great opportunity here to use zoning to create an excellent nature-connected experience 

for visitors and enhance the biodiversity of the corridor - more nature would enhance 

visits. Given that otters, kingfishers etc. use this area, carefully planned quieter zones 

would give sensitive 'star species' the space they need. Great opportunity to increase 

nature diversity through restoration of the green corridor and connect visitors to wildlife 

by planting native shrubs etc. around car parks...” 

 

“I think to develop the ecology of the area (planting trees, nature trails, cycle routes, 

walkways etc.) would be great!” 

“Whatever biodiversity it may currently contain is hidden for much of the year by swathes 

of shoulder-high nettles. There is no shortage of similar unmanaged scrubland around the 

edges of Stratford where fields have been taken out of agricultural use pending 

development.” 

 



17 | P a g e  
 

A number of responses made reference to climate change.  These responses were 

concerned that the proposals did not sit well within the context of a climate emergency: 

 
“Let's face facts - we have a climate and ecological emergency, the clock is ticking out and 

this is basically a CARPARK. Until we have shown we have transport carbon neutral and 

averted disaster building a new carpark is a crime against humanity and all life on earth. 

We need a proper eco-project to address the emergency.” 

 

“The plan is, however, fundamentally flawed in that it works on set of assumptions that is 

not commensurate with the climate emergency or the ecological breakdown now in 

process.” 

 

(Further comments regarding the environment specifically relating to the Riverside North 

area are discussed below under the Riverside North broad theme.) 

 

4.2.8. Consultation 
 
Some responses were made about the consultation process for the Riverside project thus 

far, with the areas of concern shown below. 

Theme Count 

Issues felt with consultation process so far 13 

Want more engagement and ideas for how 11 

Organisations/agencies suggested to involve 11 

Other, including evidence/research used 12 
Table 8 

13 responses raised concerns over the consultation process so far.  Some felt unhappy 

with the approach to consultation taken so far, some did not feel the information or website 

were clear enough, and some felt that the consultation period could have been extended 

and better communicated.  

 

11 responses would like to see more engagement directly with residents themselves, with 

the project perhaps taking a more participatory approach. 

 

11 responses mentioned organisations and agencies that they would like to be involved in 

the project, including Warwickshire Wildlife Trust, The Environment Agency and other 

environmental organisations. Transparency on their advice would be welcome. 

 

12 other comments were brought up around consultation, which included the need for 

more supporting evidence of the benefits of the scheme and how the financing would work. 
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4.3. Riverside North 

Responses which made specific comment on any part of the Riverside North area of the 

scheme were classified under the broad theme Riverside North. A number of different 

topics were covered, as can be seen in Table 2/Fig2. The main theme to emerge here was 

that of Fisherman’s Car Park and its extension, with wildlife in Riverside North and the 

character of the Riverside North area also popular topics within responses. These themes 

are analysed in turn below. 
 

Theme Count 
Fisherman’s Car Park 190 
Wildlife and environmental issues 172 
Character of Riverside North 119 

Facilities and Ideas for improvement 104 
Flooding 70 

Bathing 57 
Paths 44 

Table 9 

 

Figure 2 
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4.3.1. Fisherman’s Car Park  

Responses covered a number of different issues, as shown below. 

 

Topic Count 

Against extending 110 

Happy to see some extension 36 

Impacts of extending the car park 28 

Impact on flooding 18 

Materials/design 13 

Accessibility 2 
Table 10 

110 comments stated that they were against any proposed extension to Fisherman’s 

Car Park. Many responses were against extension on the grounds of harm to wildlife, 

habitat and green space, with comments such as: 

“Certainly the expansion of the carpark and the loss of the green area to enable this is not 

a plan I would support.” 

“I don't agree with extending the car park and losing the natural space.”  

“I am in favour of much of the project, EXCEPT for the extension of the car park into what 

you call SCRUBLAND. This area is a precious resource to the area and provides a home for 

much of the flora and fauna there.”   

 

Many comments suggested that better use of other Stratford-upon-Avon car parks would 

be preferable (discussed below under the Car Parks broad theme).  

28 responses, including the response by the Riverside Residents group, were against 

extending the car park due to the impact this would have on traffic in the area, air and 

noise pollution amongst other things, with comments such as: 

“The idea that the parking will improve traffic and air quality on the Warwick Road is 

madness. The traffic will be made worse while cars que to get in and out backing up even 

further than it does now.” 

“Congestion during summer months would not be reduced by this scheme which aims to 

attract more car using visitors, thereby negating claims to improve air quality.”  

“The higher noise & fumes would cause air & noise pollution”. 

 

A number of comments were sceptical about the potential for extending the car park to 

alleviate traffic in town, such as this from the Riverside Residents group: 

“The creation of a visitor attraction including an events centre and country park accessed 

from the A439 will merely encourage vehicles coming from the south to drive through the 

Town Centre in order to access the Riverside North area.” 

 

18 responses were concerned about the proposed extension because of the potential 

impact it would have on flooding in the area, or the impact flooding would have on the 

car park itself. Comments included: 

“I do not agree the Car Park should be expanded- particular as this would involve further 

concreting over of the flood plain in a very high risk flood area.” 
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“Expanding the Fisherman's car park on a flood plain without research or proven need is 

to say the least hasty.”  

“The area is frequently flooded, it would be a positive danger to the riverside and to 

vehicles and users of the car park.” 

 

36 responses indicated they were open to some extension of the car park, although 

most were not in favour of extension at the scale proposed. A number of responses 

suggested an extension in the order of 50%-100% increase would be more acceptable, 

exemplified by comments such as: 

“I would not be averse to a small (i.e. 50-100% increase in area) expansion but 500 spaces 

is nightmarish.” 

“We feel a car park should not exceed total of 100 car places max” and “the existing 

Fisherman’s’ carpark could be increased marginally in size by say another 20 spaces on 

land between the existing carpark and the Warwick Road.” 

 

Some responses also indicated that they would like to see any extension done with minimal 

impact to the environment and along ecological lines, such as: 

“We don’t think the car park needs to be extended by that much as we don’t want it to 

have a detrimental effect on the local habitat.”  

“The expansion of the fisherman’s car park to 500 spaces is way too many and should be 

reduced in size and needs to be ecologically designed.” 

 

13 responses discussed what they thought would need to be seen in terms of materials 

used and design issues such as lighting. As already discussed, a number of responses 

which were not completely against car park extension wanted to see ecological/minimal 

impact design, with permeable surface for water drainage and to allow grass to grow 

through, or ‘grasscreting’. The need for lighting was discussed by a few comments, with a 

general feeling that too much lighting would be intrusive, such as: 

“The car park its self will need some form of floodlighting for safety purposes, resulting in 

significant light pollution in the surrounding area.”  

“Some form of lighting will be required which would result in a significant level of light 

pollution, greatly distracting from the peaceful quality of the area and deterring wildlife.” 

 

2 responses discussed the need for extra disabled parking spaces/access for disabled 

anglers. 
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4.3.2. Wildlife and environmental issues 

Responses addressing wildlife and environmental issues covered four main themes, as 

shown below. 

Theme Count 

Impact on wildlife of project as a whole 118 

Designate as a nature reserve/preserve as it is 79 

Impact on wildlife of Fisherman’s Car Park 50 

Leave the area alone 37 
Table 11 

118 responses discussed the potentially destructive impact of the Riverside North 

proposals as a whole. These responses brought attention to the varied wildlife and 

plants which are to be found there, with comments such as: 

“To change this stretch would be a crime against the environment. It is rich in fauna and 

flora. More than 25 varieties of bird can be seen in a stroll on any day. Otter, Roe deer, 

Muntjac, stoat and weasel, bats, and a wide variety of trees, plants and hedgerow provide 

colour and variety all year round. This rich biodiversity will be lost.” 

“I object to the plans for Riverside North, which would involve cutting a swathe through 

the much-loved wild space near Fisherman’s car park, destroying a huge tract of wildlife 

habitat and irrevocably changing the character of this unique place, which is a haven for 

many species, including otters and deer.”  

“It has many wild flowers, fungi, butterflies and birds that thrive in this untouched area. 

It’s the last wild area left near town, our wildlife needs to be left alone.”     

 

Many responses made reference to the Vision document calling the Riverside North area 

‘a blank canvas’, which they refuted. These included comments such as: 

“The area is NOT a ‘blank canvas’ but home to everything from deer, otters, hedgehogs, 

rabbits, muntjac, a multitude of bird species including woodpeckers, buzzards, kingfishers 

and, seasonally, cuckoos.” 

“To me, the assertion on the homepage of your website that “This area is a blank canvas…” 

(under “Place Making Potential”) demonstrates a worrying lack of awareness that this place 

is already a home for plants and animals – including bats, warblers, kingfishers and otters 

- some of which are protected or rare.” 

 

A number of responses made reference to the Stratford-upon-Avon Neighbourhood Plan, 

in particular policy NE2 ‘River Avon Biodiversity Corridor’, which they felt was at odds with 

the current Riverside North concept. 

 

50 responses made specific reference to the impact on biodiversity of an extended 

Fisherman’s Car Park. The majority of these responses highlighted a perceived 

incompatibility of extending a car park with improving biodiversity, with comments such 

as: 

“How is bulldozing an enormous swathe of these habitats to build a 500 space car park 

possibly going to improve biodiversity?” 
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“To concrete the surrounding area would be a travesty for surrounding wildlife” and “I am 

strongly opposed to the extension of the Fisherman’s car park as this will encroach on and 

destroy an area rich in biodiversity.” 

 

37 responses stated that they would like to see the area left alone while 79 responses 

would like to see the area designated a nature reserve and managed as such. 

Comments included: 

“’Create country park to provide a greater range of facilities and activities for all’ I oppose 

this for all the reasons laid out above. Please leave it alone. Make it a local nature reserve.”  

“I feel that it should be left alone. The only thing that is needed is some careful 

management around the diverse natural habitat.”  

 

A number of responses made reference to the Warwickshire Wildlife Trust’s Bowley Report 

which, as one response put it, “strongly recommends that the Lench Meadow becomes a 

local Nature reserve." 

 

4.3.3. Character of Riverside North 

A number of different themes emerged relating to the current character of the Riverside 

North area, and the character of the proposals, as shown below. 

Theme Count 

Natural/peaceful/wild 86 

Development – character proposed 48 

Impact of increased usage 32 

Happy for some development 15 
Table 12 

86 responses talked about the current character of the Riverside North area as being a 

natural, peaceful and wild space, and one that was highly prized by them because of 

this. Many responses highlighted how they liked that this was one of the last remaining 

more natural areas which had not yet been developed, as in comments such as: 

“This is one of the few areas of Stratford that has not been spoilt by over development. It 

is a space where people can relax and enjoy being at peace with nature.” 

As such, its wildness was something which was special and to be retained, with comments 

such as: 

“Please do not destroy the wilderness that is at Fisherman's car park at the North End.”  

“Don’t like the idea at all! We have lost too much “wild” in Stratford over the last few 

years.” 

 

The peaceful nature of Riverside North as it is now was highlighted in many responses as 

being a main reason for it being so loved and special to people, with comments such as: 

”Many of us use the facility because it is quiet not a fair ground.” 

“It currently is a peaceful area to enjoy a quiet walk away from crowds in central 

Stratford.”  
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“Please leave the northern area as a 'wilding' project (like they have at Knepp castle) and 

quiet leisure area.”  

 

The need for spaces which afford peace and quiet, particularly in terms of mental health 

and wellbeing, was mentioned in a number of responses. For example: 

“Peoples’ mental health benefits from the peace and quiet of interaction with and 

observation of nature. We all need to learn to listen, watch and be quiet sometimes and 

we require calm spaces for this to happen.” 

 

A number of responses drew attention to the fact that, while the area might not be perhaps 

aesthetically pleasing currently, it was a valuable natural space which people enjoyed 

because of this rather than despite it. Thus, there were comments such as: 

“The whole point of wildlife areas is that they are WILD and not tidy!”   

This wildness was often seen as a contrast to the more developed or formal spaces of, for 

example, the Riverside South area with comments such as: 

“The attraction of the Fishermans' area of the riverside is its wildness. The Rec is 

manicured and the contrast is good.”  

“Stratford has more than enough manicured areas already.” 

 

Indeed, many responses showed concern that wildlife would be adversely affected by the 

landscaping of the area and structures being added, with comments such as: 

“We are concerned that the commercialisation and ‘Disneyfication’ of the Northern area 

round the Fisherman’s’ car park will not support the existing wildlife let alone enhance its 

diversification.” 

“A formal structured area will not help with biodiversity and encouragement of wildlife.”  

“I do not see the need to destroy natural wildlife and replace it with harmonised green 

lawns and bushes everywhere.” 

 

48 responses had concerns about the character which the proposals for Riverside 

North would create, and that they would detract from this more appealing, natural 

character: that it would ‘sanitise’, ‘urbanise’ or ‘commercialise’ the area which would then 

lose its attraction for people. Comments on this included: 

“Subjecting this biodiverse nature reserve to extensive, "grooming" and turning it into 

what is effectively a theme park will destroy it's natural beauty and the attraction for so 

many local people.” 

“The current plans for a huge car park, visitor complex, maze and adventure playground 

would be a massive overdevelopment, and entirely out of place.”  

“Urbanising this area would in my opinion lessen the appeal of the area, not enhance it.”   

 

Many of these responses saw the proposals as too much development, which would 

fundamentally alter its character to be more like other busier areas of Stratford. Thus, 

there were comments such as: 
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“I am totally opposed to this proposed overdevelopment of the area which changes it from 

a wildlife area to one of general entertainment.” 

“The main point is to keep the relative wild feeling and not to over develop.”  

“I fear a lot of your proposed plans would reduce the natural nature of the area. Increase 

boat traffic and generally make a natural area much more urban.” 

 

As discussed above, 79 responses called for the site to be designated a nature reserve 

with appropriate management and maintenance as such, or be preserved as it is with little 

in the way of change. A number of responses called for the area to be managed in order 

to promote biodiversity and preserve habitats, as seen in comments such as: 

“Managing the space for species diversity and diversity of uses compatible with its wild, 

open and green quality should be a priority.”  

“The area should be managed in a sensitive manner, one that protects biodiversity.”   

 

15 responses felt that some form of development would be appropriate, albeit in a 

different form from that proposed, and that any development that took place would need 

to be “sympathetic to the natural environment that already exists”.   A number of these 

responses agreed that the area may be in need of ‘tidying up’, with comments like “I agree 

this area is neglected and in need of attention” , and accepted that things such as path 

and signage improvements could be made to improve accessibility, while still retaining the 

natural essence of the area. Such comments included: 

“By all means, improve accessibility by better signage and paths but no more than that.”  

“Aside from tree planting and perhaps nature trails I would not want to see the area 

undergo radical change.”   

 

A number of responses also saw improved planting and increased tree planting as a 

positive part of any proposal, so long as this was done under guidance from an 

ecologist/done carefully, and again done with minimal impact on the area. This can be 

seen in comments such as: 

“I agree to more tree planting, but make sure they are the ‘right trees in the right places’, 

not just any old plantings that add up to a number that sounds good but has a low survival 

rate and does little in the long run.”  

“Aside from tree planting and perhaps nature trails I would not want to see the area 

undergo radical change.” 

 

32 responses talked about the negative impact which bringing increased numbers of 

people into the Riverside North area would have on the environment and wildlife, as 

well as the character of the area. The potential problems discussed included increased 

noise and its effects on wildlife and people, with comments such as: 

“But this peaceful wildlife heaven cannot survive noise and heavy footfall.”  

 

A number of responses showed concern for the potential increase in litter and anti-social 

behaviour and the effects of those on wildlife and amenity of the area. This is seen in 

comments such as: 
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“More people would mean more litter. How would this be managed and structured into the 

plan? I think we could have some kind of Park/Nature Warden permanently employed to 

look after the site on a daily basis.”   

 

The physical impact of increasing numbers of people using the space was also highlighted, 

with concerns over the environmental degradation which that brings. This can be seen in 

comments such as: 

“It is simply not realistic to state that you intend to create an improved ecological space 

and then introduce large numbers of people and various leisure activities, structures, 

associated noise, and all that brings.”  

“Due to the increased footfall - I am seeing widening paths, compacted soils, and a lot of 

uncollected dog faeces, as well as hearing a lot of disruptive human noise. This is very 

concerning and of fatal consequence to the species that are already gripping tightly onto 

the prongs of their extinction, and our own.” 

 

A number of responses mentioned how the increased usage of the area over lockdown had 

already led to problems, with comments such as: 

“Until the past year it was always a nice peaceful place but was overwhelmed this year by 

visitors treating it like a beach / rubbish tip.”  

“I was really sickened by the general waste and litter left by people using the area during 

last summer's lockdown.” 

 

4.3.4. Facilities and ideas for improvement 

Responses relating to facilities proposed, or ideas for improving those proposed in 

Riverside North, covered a wide number of different topics as can be seen in the table 

below. 

 

Theme Count 

Food and drink 27 

Toilets/swim change 19 

Benches/bird hides 15 

Visitors’ Centre 12 

Planting 8 

Picnic/BBQ area 7 

Performance space 6 

Play area 6 

Bins 5 

Maze/mound 4 

Skate Park 3 

Wildlife Trail 3 
Table 13 

The majority of the 27 responses mentioning cafes and food and drink facilities were 

against any such provision, with comments such as: 

“The project should also resist any commercialisation e.g. refreshment sites.”  

“Catering facilities will increase litter and are not needed in the Northern area.” 
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A number of these responses were concerned about the potential negative effect on town 

centre food and drink providers, as exemplified by comments such as: 

“In fact, a café at the Riverside would be in direct competition with the café’s in town.”  

“Extensive facilities including a restaurant/café at Riverside North would keep more visitors 

in that limited area and reduce the incentive to venture further into town.”  

 

The responses which were more positive towards any kind of food and drink outlet were 

more in favour of mobile coffee vans or some other ‘limited’ provision. 

 

The 19 responses addressing toilets/changing facilities for swimmers were generally 

more positive than negative about providing some sort of facility, as long as it was 

‘discreet’. Eco-friendly toilets were suggested. 

 

15 responses saw that there was a need for more benches or seating within the area. 

These made reference to the needs of those with mobility issues and the elderly, with a 

call for these benches to be appropriate to those needs. A couple of responses would like 

to see the introduction of bird hides, as long as they were not intrusive. 

 

12 responses mentioned the proposed Visitors’ Centre. Many of these felt that a Visitors’ 

Centre might be an acceptable addition to the area, but that the more appropriate location 

for this would be the area to the rear of the Leisure Centre car park, for example: 

“Around the leisure centre area there could be eco business, advice, activity centre.”  

 

Some suggested incorporating toilets within this building. A number of responses 

suggested that a focus on the environment and wildlife for the centre would be attractive, 

for example: 

“I think a small wildlife conservation visitor centre sited by the leisure centre explaining 

the importance of the adjoining wildlife site would be good compromise.”  

 

Not all responses were in favour, however, especially as there is already an existing centre 

at Bridgefoot: 

“Any visitor centres need to be either within the current leisure centre or indeed where it 

already exists.” 

 

Responses regarding planting generally wanted to see more trees, and fragrant/sensory 

planting with particular thought for people who are differently-abled. 

 

Responses mentioning picnic and BBQ areas were generally more against than in favour, 

with litter being the main reason for objection. 
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Responses addressing a performance space were almost uniformly against, citing noise 

and disturbance as reasons for objection, including the response from the Riverside 

Residents group. 

 

Responses mentioning a play area were evenly in favour and against, with those in favour 

preferring natural materials and inclusive. 

 

More bins, including dog waste bins, were acceptable, as was a wildlife trail, however 

the maze/mound was not. There was some suggestion that the skate park and 

surrounding area be “cleaned up, made safe, clean and salubrious” and developed for 

young people. 

 

4.3.5. Flooding 

A number of different topics relating to flooding emerged, as shown below. 

 

Theme Count 

Flooding at Fisherman’s  Car Park 44 

Impact on flooding downstream 17 

Flood maintenance 8 

Ideas 5 

Flooding elsewhere 3 
Table 14 

Of the 44 responses which addressed flooding at Fisherman’s Car Park, many of those 

had concerns that flooding had not been understood within the conceptual design well 

enough, and that there was a danger of the car park and associated structures being 

subject to flooding throughout the year. Some were concerned that, with climate change, 

there was potential for flooding to get worse if defences were not built adequately, with 

comments such as: 

 

“Flooding is a big issue on this site.  This year the flood water from the river crept up to 

the edge of the car park preventing any use of the area.    If there is a plan to deepen the 

river or include flood defences I have not seen it.”  

 

 

Some were concerned that a flood risk assessment had not been carried out, and that the 

proposals did not include adequate flood management: 

 

“As part of any large car park scheme significant and costly flood alleviation measures 

would have to be introduced further degrading the current riverside ecological 

environment. No consideration of these measures are included in the consultation 

document or how they will be paid for.”  

 

 

17 responses stated a concern that building upon the flood plain in the North area would 

have a negative impact on flooding both downstream and upstream. Comments on 

this included: 

 

“In general nothing should be done to diminish the efficacy of the existing flood plain for 

the river north of the town, otherwise the effects of flooding in the town are likely to be 

more severe.” 
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“As a resident of Alveston I am very concerned about the impact of the development on 

flooding further upstream from Stratford resulting from flood management further 

downstream of Alveston.” 

 

“Have you any idea what you are proposing and the effects this “theme park” will have on 

the towns flood defences? Please, please reconsider this “recipe for disaster”....unless you 

have a bottomless pit of money for the relentless maintenance you will have to perform 

as the water finds a way to submerge pathways, destroy electrical cables/wooden 

structures and the river Avon will leave a path of destruction as our climate warms up on 

a regular basis.”  

 

 

The flooding of Shipston Road and Riverside South, and floodwater travelling upstream 

from the River Severn were also mentioned as concerns. 

 

 

8 responses highlighted the need for appropriate flood defence and maintenance 

measures, as in the comment: 

 

“Any development in the north needs to incorporate flood-plain maintenance and use 

appropriate materials.” 

 

 

Ideas to alleviate flooding concerns included using permeable surfaces, restoring areas 

of flood meadow and the creation of wetlands. 

 

 

4.3.6. Bathing 

Responses relating to bathing at Riverside North fell relatively evenly into two main 

categories – those in favour and those against/with concerns. 

Responses which were positive towards bathing were in favour of plans to make access 

to the river for swimming (and other sports) easier, of making a swimming area safer, and 

would like to see the old bathing place recreated. Such comments included: 

“I am very keen on the plans to facilitate swimming.” 

“Swimming – I’d love to see the return of a bathing area with floating jetties with safe 

ladders to get and out of the river.”  

“We would like to see the swimming area at the Fisherman’s car park up graded to how it 

appears to be in the 1930’s. With safe access and exit to the water and a beach.”  

 

Those against considered plans to develop the bathing area unnecessary, for example: 

“The area currently provides a free amenity to the public of car parking, walking, wild 

swimming and the launching of small boats and paddle boards. It is well used but does 

not warrant extension to the level proposed.” 

or were concerned that it would not fulfil the needs of those wanting ‘wild swimming’, for 

example: 

 “I get the feeling that this recreation may be discouraged & shunted into a recreation 

pool.” 

 



29 | P a g e  
 

There were concerns that river swimming posed a threat to public health, in terms of river 

cleanliness, toxic seepage from the old landfill site, incompatibility with river traffic, and 

need for a lifeguard. Comments on this included: 

“An additional issue that would arise in the proposed bathing area would be seepage of 

toxic water from the old tip on the higher ground.”  

“Mention of "lido" type facilities is madness. River water not fit; would require lifeguard 

services; not compatible with boating.” 

 

4.3.7. Paths 

Responses relating to paths within the Riverside North area fell into the categories as 

shown below. 

 

Theme Count 

More footpaths needed 12 

Better paths needed 12 

Maintain existing paths 12 

Against more paths 10 

More cycle paths needed 7 
Table 15 

12 responses were in favour of more footpaths. By and large, these responses were in 

favour so long as paths made accessibility better, were done sympathetically, and had 

better signage, with comments such as: 

” more paths, toilets, signage etc. are urgently needed” and ”Very important to improve 

the north end with good footpaths and signs.” 

 

The responses which were in favour of better paths/improving existing paths 

supported improvements to create circular routes, as in: 

“The footpaths could be improved to make a ‘loop’ into and out of town, without the need 

for widening.”  

or to improve access and inclusion, for example: 

“I would like pathways and fencing to protect existing fragile habitats, improved access 

for all - including wheelchairs.”  

or to make paths wider /upgrade surfaces, as in: 

” upgrade of the existing metalled path and bridges, possible widening in places. Non slip 

surface to be applied to the bridge over the river feed into the Crowne Plaza.”  

 

Responses in favour of maintaining existing paths were often very general, but some 

specified cutting back planting around them to keep them safe, for example: 

“I agree with keeping the pathways clear and safe for users.” 

 

A number of responses were against further paths being introduced into the area. Most 

of these were of the impression that there were already enough paths, they just needed 

maintenance or improvement, for example: 
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“We don’t need more paths thought their habitat, just slow down and look around you.”  

 

For them, more paths meant more footfall, and thereby degrading the character and 

environment of the area:  

“Special care needs to be taken in protecting the natural habitat, alongside any plans to 

increase public access (walkways, paths etc.), the two generally being mutually exclusive.” 

 

Some were particularly against increasing cycle or scooter usage in the area, therefore 

against any introduction of cycle paths. 

 

There were, however, some 7 responses in favour of adding cycle paths to the Riverside 

North area. 
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4.4. Car Parks and Parking 

Responses which made specific comment relating to car parks within Stratford-upon-Avon 

and associated traffic, including those comments on Fisherman’s Car Park pertaining to its 

use, traffic and access issues and charging (but not on its extension or impact) were 

classified under the broad theme Car Parks and Parking. A number of different topics were 

covered, as can be seen in Table 16/Figure 3.  

Theme Count 
Fisherman’s Car Park – other issues 108 

Other Stratford-upon-Avon Car Parks 104 
Leisure Centre Car Park 89 
Other issues e.g. electric charging 29 

Table 16 

 

 

Figure 3 

4.4.1. Fisherman’s Car Park 

Responses relating to Fisherman’s Car Park covered a range of topics, as shown below. 

Theme Count 

Access & traffic issues 44 

Charges 28 

Usage 22 

Park & Ride/ Make Money 8 

Electric Vehicle Charging 9 

Lighting 4 
Table 17 
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44 responses addressed concerns they had with the car park’s access and related traffic 

issues. The majority of these concerned access to the car park. The existing entrance/exit 

to the car park was a clear concern in these responses, with comments such as: 

“The existing carpark entrance/exit onto the Warwick is in a dangerous position close to a 

bend in the road with very poor visibility.” 

“The current access back onto the A46 From fisherman’s car park is quite dangerous.” 

 

A number of responses suggested lowering the speed limit on this stretch of Warwick Road, 

and installing a roundabout or lights to make entrance/exit at the car park easier, such 

as: 

“It would also require a road traffic island on the Warwick Road along with the associated 

lighting, or traffic lights.” 

“Entry to the car park from the Warwick Road will entail considerable traffic management 

with the likely inclusion of road-widening to allow for through traffic to proceed into the 

town and traffic lights for traffic control.” 

 

A number of responses suggested that increasing the number of people using the car park 

would only exacerbate these issues, and that they would need addressing before any 

expansion for example: 

“The existing carpark entrance/exit onto the Warwick is in a dangerous position close to a 

bend in the road with very poor visibility, an increased parking allocation would only lead 

to an increase risk of a serious traffic accident.” 

“Expanding the car park must include better egress from the car park.” 

“I suggest if you are building a 500 car park access and exit will need serious 

consideration.” 

 

Fieldgate Consultants, retained by The Riverside Residents group to provide a review on 

the safety of the existing access made note that the access did not meet Highway Authority 

minimum standards at this current time, and would not be suitable for use as a 500 space 

car park. They also stated that there was no scope for a new access with improved visibility 

within the Riverside North area. 

 

A number of comments expressed scepticism that any expansion of the car park could 

alleviate traffic elsewhere in Stratford, with some highlighting the problems of traffic along 

Warwick Road: 

“Firstly attempting to intercept the traffic from the Warwick road will not work. People do 

not want to park so far away if they are going into to town to use the shops etc. The empty 

Rosebird car park is proof of that.” 

“The idea of building a car park big enough to remedy the problems of the Warwick and 

Birmingham roads is just ludicrous.” 

 

Some responses highlighted issues of air pollution associated with traffic along Warwick 

Road, and the potential for this to increase with greater usage of the car park. This included 

comments such as: 
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“The idea that the parking will improve traffic and air quality on the Warwick Road is 

madness.” 

“The Warwick road is already at a standstill in summer, the traffic fumes are horrendous.” 

 

The second most mentioned issue was that of car parking charges.  A number of 

responses suggested that the reason for it being busy is that it is free and that if charges 

were brought in, its usage would drop, as in: 

“Currently the fisherman’s car park is free, once people have to pay they won’t use it and 

they will travel into town and look for parking there.” 

 

Opinion was divergent on whether charges should be brought in and how those charges 

should be structured. Some did not want to see the free parking removed: 

 “A vast majority of the people that use this carpark do so because it’s free parking! If a 

charge was levied you would find that the carpark would be little used.” 

 

However, others felt that by charging the same as, for example, the leisure centre car 

park, usage would be moved from Fisherman’s elsewhere, thus obviating any need to 

extend. Such comments included: 

“Cars use the Fisherman’s car park because it is free. Charge the same as other car parks 

and see what the demand is.” 

“My personal view is that the fishermen's car park should not be extended, and that 

charges should be introduced on the same scale as, say, the Greenway to better control 

parking.” 

 

A number of responses addressed the usage of Fisherman’s Car Park, as in who uses it, 

and who potentially use it following any changes. There was some scepticism as to whether 

people would use it to go into town and shop, as exemplified in comments such as: 

“Where is the evidence to suggest that people coming to Fisherman's car park will even 

walk into the town?” 

“If I want to pop into town for one or two things, I don't want to have to walk 20mins each 

way to get from the car park.” 

Some responses, therefore, were unsure that it would draw cars away from the town 

centre: 

“Don't know if an extended car park at Fisherman's Place will work to keep traffic out of 

the town.” 

“We believe that enlarging the car park and facilities will not significantly reduce the 

number of vehicles heading to the town centre.” 

 

A number of responses commented that they felt that the proposed changes to the 

Fisherman’s Car Park amounted to another Park and Ride scheme in order to sell off 

town centre car parks for re-development, which they felt was unwanted, or a way to 

make money and raise revenue. Such comments included: 
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“Is this another method of just increasing the parking revenue gained by the council and 

nothing to do with improving the life of people that actually live in the town?” 

“The proposed North Riverside development appears to be basically a new park and 

walk(ride) scheme to facilitate SDC selling off a town centre car park for redevelopment.” 

 

The fourth most mentioned issue was in regards to Electric Vehicle Charging. The 

majority of these were against there being an electric vehicle charging hub situated in 

Fisherman’s Car Park due to its location and due to impact of flooding. For example: 

“Multiple electric car charging points are not needed at this location.”  

“Electric Charging Points for Electric Cars on a car park this far out of town would be 

counter-productive. As an owner of an electric car, I know that they are ideal for use in 

town.” 

 

A few responses made reference to the potential need for floodlighting in the car park, and 

were very concerned about light pollution. For the Riverside Residents group this also 

meant an unacceptable loss of amenity. 

 

4.4.2. Leisure Centre Car Park 
 

Responses relating to the Leisure Centre car park fell into the different topic areas shown 

below. 

Theme Count 

Under-use of the Leisure Centre Car Park 44 

Use it 23 

Access  25 

Traffic 14 

Location 10 

Improvements 10 

Electric Charging 9 
Table 18 

The most commonly mentioned issue was the perceived under-use of the Leisure Centre 

car park. In many responses, it was argued that there was no real need for more parking 

at Fisherman’s car park while the Leisure Centre was so under-occupied. Comments 

included: 

 

“The leisure centre car park is only full on peak summer days and bank holidays and much 

of it is a lorry/bus park that is seldom full.” 

“There is adequate space in the Leisure Centre car park which is underused.”  

“There is a carpark that is hardly used barely 500 yards away at the leisure centre.” 

 

This was often accompanied by calls for the Leisure Centre car park to be used more, 

and for effort to be put into making it more used. Ideas to increase its usage included 

improving signage and charging less for parking, with comments such as: 
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“Better signage and vehicle access to the back of the leisure centre car park would be 

beneficial.” 

 

 

Ideas also included altering the access to the car park off Warwick Road. A number of 

responses suggested that by providing an access to the rear of the car park, further 

parking at Fisherman’s Car Park would not be needed, and that the Leisure Centre could 

provide a more convenient parking place and would still allow access to the Riverside North 

area. For example: 

 

“Use the swimming pool one which would still give access to the site.” 

 

“Why couldn't people park in the leisure centre car park and simply walk back into the 

wildlife corridor? Maybe there could be a slip round from the Warwick road into the rear of 

the leisure centre car park.” 

 

 

Many of these responses saw the potential benefit of accessing the Leisure Centre this way 

to traffic around the gyratory of installing an access here. Examples of comments 

regarding these issues include: 

 

“This would provide the added bonus of relieving congestion at the entrance to the 

gyratory. The Leisure Centre car park is a more appropriate and practical space for the 

erection of EV charging points.” 

 

“The congestion bottleneck is at the gyratory; congestion starts at the town then slowly 

extends up Warwick Road. It would therefore always be more effective to alleviate the 

congestion closer to town. So, I think the plan for new vehicular access to the back of the 

Leisure Centre is a very sensible idea!” 

 

 

The Leisure Centre car park was also thought to provide a more convenient place for 

electric charging. Such comments included: 

 

“The Leisure Centre car park offers a much better site for EV charging points, given the 

existing proximity of an electricity supply.” 

 

4.4.3. Other car parks 
 

Responses covered a large number of different areas when discussing other car parks and 

parking in Stratford. These are shown below. 

Theme Count 

Park and Ride Failure 34 

Park and Ride Improvement 29 

Proposed Seven Meadows Car Park 15 

General Comments 10 

Town Centre Car Parks 9 

Bridgeway Car Park 7 

Recreation Ground Car Park 6 

Charges 3 
Table 19 
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In general, the majority of these responses argued that a plentiful supply of parking 

already existed in Stratford-upon-Avon, therefore the need for further parking at 

Fisherman’s Car Park was questioned. This included more general comments about there 

being ample parking alongside under-utilised car parks, such as: 

 

“Stratford needs to make better use of its existing underused carparks and neglected 

tourist offers and not just build more.” 

 

 

The largest number of these argued that the Park and Ride schemes in Bishopton and 

the Rosebird had largely failed – that they were under-used, and therefore not taking 

traffic away from the town centre as they were meant to. Comments on this failure 

included: 

 

“Clear examples of this failure are the two park and rides one at Bishopton and one at 

Waitrose.” 

 

“Stratford tried to encourage visitors to use the Park and Ride at Bishopton, which has not 

proved to be a success.” 

 

 

Because these schemes had failed, there was little optimism about a similar scheme at 

Fisherman’s Car Park attracting people who would then walk into town, as seen in 

comments such as: 

 

“Other initiatives to incentivise car users to use Park and Ride facilities have been a failure, 

what makes you think this will succeed?” 

 

 

For many of these responses, making improvements to the Park and Ride schemes 

to promote their usage were judged much more preferable than extending Fisherman’s 

Car Park. Improving the bus transfer, better signage and appropriate charges were all 

seen as potential ways to make them more attractive. Examples of this were: 

 

“Additionally, cars could and should be encouraged to use the park and ride, with better 

signage and a better service.” 

 

 

Alongside the Leisure Centre car park discussed separately in the previous section, 

Bridgeway car park was highlighted as being under-utilised and therefore should be 

promoted for use before any further car parks installed. 

 

 

Proposals for parking off Seven Meadows Road in Riverside South generally met with 

approval, although some responses highlighted that the Rosebird parking was just a 

stone’s throw away. Responses agreeing with this new parking scheme suggested that it 

could alleviate some of the traffic issues around Riverside Central, namely at the Swan’s 

Nest/Clopton Bridge intersection, and issues for those accessing Stratford from the south. 

Such comments included: 

 

“We also agree that incorporating access to parking from Seven Meadows road to the 

recreation ground would reduce the congestion around the Swan’s Nest hotel.” 

 

“A carpark here would be far more financially and ecologically beneficial to the town on 

the east side of the River. Serving the A34, Banbury and Evesham roads that are all well 

connected to this island.” 
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There were mixed responses from people mentioning parking in the town centre. Some 

responses thought that by restricting town centre parking, visitors would be forced into 

using the park and ride schemes, which was largely welcomed, for example: 

 

“Reducing car parking capacity in the town might make parking so difficult it deters traffic 

& encourages more park & ride from those travelling in to Stratford.“  

 

 

It was argued that places with successful out-of-town parking had limited town-centre 

parking, or traffic-free centres. 

 

 

The parking strategy within the Neighbourhood Development Plan was highlighted as 

promoting a focus on out-of-town locations for long-stay, and in-town for short-stay, which 

was again welcomed. 

 

 

However, it was pointed out that those wanting to shop in town might well prefer to park 

in town also. 

 

 

Plans to remove the parking at the Recreation Ground and Swan’s Nest were met with 

approval. 

 

 

Charges were generally thought to be too high which either put people off coming into 

Stratford altogether, or prevented people from using the Leisure Centre and Park and Ride 

schemes. 

 

 

4.4.4. Other Issues 

18 responses made reference to other issues relating to car park, namely general 

comments about electric vehicle charging, the use of double yellow lines, and evidence to 

support parking proposals. 

Responses on electric vehicle charging were largely split on whether this was a positive 

move or not.  

A handful of responses suggested that the use of double yellow lines along Warwick 

Road would alleviate some difficulties there. 

 

A number of responses wondered whether there was any research which backed-up the 

proposals to extend the Fisherman’s Car Park at the scale suggested. Comments included: 

“What is the evidence and why is it an improvement to have a parking space for 500 cars?” 

“What studies have you carried out to support your claims of the benefits of the proposed 

scheme? What is the demographic of current users?” 
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4.5. Riverside Central and South 

Responses which made specific comment relating to the Riverside Central and South areas 

of the proposal were classified under the broad theme Riverside Central and South. A 

number of different themes emerged, as can be seen in Table 20/Figure 4.  

Theme Count 
Cycling 65 
River crossings 60 

Footpaths 59 
Boating/river activity 53 
Extension 41 

Recreation Ground 39 
Facilities e.g. cafes, theatre space 34 

Generally positive 25 
Fishing 18 

Table 20 

 

Figure 4 
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4.5.1. General Comments 

There were 11 very general comments about the Riverside Central and South part of the 

proposals, most of which expressed positivity at the proposals. Examples of these 

comments included: 

“Expanding Riverside South to include areas up to Seven Meadows Road sounds like an 

excellent plan.” 

“I think the ideas for developing the field south of the current park "rec" looks amazing.” 

“I would welcome this.”  

“I do support many of good ideas in the proposals, especially around Bridgefoot, RST and 

further downstream.” 

 

4.5.2. Footpaths and Cycling 

Theme Count 

More cycle paths 19 

More footpaths 19 

Improve existing paths 18 

Electric bike/scooter hire 15 

Other cycling facilities 7 

Cycling in Stratford, dangers 6 

Surfaces/materials 5 

Bins/benches 4 

Bike parking/shelters  4 

Signage 3 

Land train 3 

Lighting 2 
Table 21 

The proposal to provide more cycle paths was welcomed by 19 respondents. The idea 

was positive in terms of improving safety whilst cycling, and typical comments expressed 

included: 

“A new cycle/scooter path would be amazing, Stratford only has the Greenway and the 

rest of town is terrifying to cycle around with children, let alone for those with disabilities, 

like my autistic son.”  

“The development must address the issue of safe cycling routes around the town and 

across the river. As a resident and nervous cyclist I would love to be able to come into the 

town on my bike and to cycle around the riverside area for exercise. I also think that we 

need off-road cycling areas for children and families.” 

 

Other responses centred on the extensions that would link up to other routes, outlined by,  

“This is an opportunity to extend a cycle way (that means tarmac not a patch of mud which 

quickly becomes unusable) from north to south along the river.” 

 

19 responses mentioned the need for more footpaths, with comments including: 

“Adding more paths and accessibility to this area would be a great asset.”  
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There was a feeling that promoting walking and cycling over cars was to be welcomed: 

“Focus should be placed on the walkability and cyclability of Stratford and this 

development, not on creating infrastructure that **encourages** vehicle transport.” 

 

The potential scheme for electric bike/scooter hire was not seen as a good idea with 

comments such as: 

“Electric bike or scooter hire is inadvisable.” 

“I don't like the idea of electric scooters, the pavements are crowded enough. Unless you 

are going to update the cycle routes I would think it’s too dangerous.” 

 

7 comments were made in relation to other cycling facilities, with mentions of a cycle 

track, an off-road cycling area and facilities for BMX, all of which were thought of as 

desirable. 

 

A number of responses highlighted the dangers of cycling in Stratford-upon-Avon and 

expressed the hope that the plans will help this.   

 

5 comments mentioned the need for the surface of these paths to be of a good standard. 

 

4 comments referred to a need for an adequate number of bins or benches along the 

routes, and the same number of comments were made in relation to bike tethering 

points and bike shelters.  

 

There were 8 other comments related to adequate lighting, a suggestion of a land train 

and good signage. 

 

4.5.3. Accessibility/Inclusion 

A number of responses referred to issues of inclusion and accessibility, with the topics 

covered as shown below. 

Theme Count 

General comments 14 

Access to play 3 

Wheelchair users 2 

Sensory garden/planting 2 
Table 22 

There were a number of comments wanting to ensure that certain aspects of the project 

would be accessible or usable to all: 

“Accessibility For All By Law, I assume footpaths should cater for wheelchair users etc., so 

I would expect this in any case.”  
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“It needs to be accessible to people with all types of disabilities, maybe fragrant plants 

and information boards at wheelchair ♿ height, and benches for those of us who need to 

sit down from time to time?” 

 

7 other comments were made which include the need to have much more equipment that 

is tailored to children with physical disabilities and/or additional needs in the play area, 

the potential of sensory planting and ensuring access for those in wheelchairs. 

 

4.5.4. Fishing 
 
Theme Count 

Impact on fishing of project 16 

Ideas beneficial to fishing 3 
Table 23 

Retaining the disabled fishing spot for anglers, ensuring the car park remains free for 

anglers and concerns over the loss of fishing pegs, were amongst the main subject raised 

in relation to fishing. Concern was felt that fishing requires quiet water, and that increasing 

river traffic would impact poorly on fishing, as would losing ground space. 

“But the fishermen are losing a huge amount of ground along the riverside.   Fishing needs 

quiet water not a constant stream of canoes, boats, swimmers, splashing dogs and boats.” 

 

4.5.5. Recreation in Riverside Central/Riverside South 
 
A number of different topics relating to the recreation facilities in the Riverside Central and 

South areas emerged from the responses, as shown below. 

 
Theme Count 

General comments on use as recreation area 25 

Children’s play areas 15 

Festival/theatre/open air venue 10 

Outdoor sports, e.g. table tennis, outdoor gym 8 

Camping/Picnic/BBQ areas 7 

Other 6 

Food and drink 5 

Stratford ‘Eye’ Wheel/Fairground rides 5 

Shakespeare Trail 4 

Sports Clubs, e.g. tennis, bowls 2 
Table 24 

There were 25 general comments in relation to the recreation areas of Bancroft 

Gardens/Recreation Ground/Riverside Central/Riverside South. Most felt the area was 

where the recreational facilities should be located, and would be the best location for 

‘human-led’ activity as that was already in place there. These ideas are illustrated by 

comments such as: 

“Concentrate family-orientated amenities at the southern end of the riverside - the Rec.” 

“This area could become the heart of Stratford's leisure, sports and recreational facilities?” 

“Limit the more organised and concentrated human activities to Riverside South and the 

rec.” 
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There was some concern, however, about the scale of development already undergone at 

the Recreation Ground and concern not to over develop even further. This can be seen in 

comments such as: 

“The area around the Rec and the band stand is already developed to a significant degree 

and any further development would only be detrimental. The thought of ‘picnic and 

barbecue areas, event and performance space and areas for children to play safely’ is 

appalling and would spoil the natural beauty of the area.”  

“I think having a fun fair located slap bang in the middle of The Rec (even occasionally) 

cheapens the town, and exacerbates the congestion problems.” 

“The beauty of the ‘Rec’ is that it is an open space where people do not need to be 

regimented into footpaths and have freedom to roam.” 

 

15 responses related to the children’s play area. The majority of these comments were 

supportive of adding to or upgrading the facilities currently in place. Example comments 

include: 

“I would support improvements of the existing facilities, such as the hardwood timber 

playground.” 

“An improved children’s play area is a lovely idea.” 

 

10 comments related to space allocated for open-air theatre/festivals. Responses on 

including such facilities was mixed. Some were supportive, with typical comments such 

as: 

“Please include plans for music: busking, performances, communal bringing people 

together singing events.” 

“This sounds exciting and full of potential to be a focus for all kinds of outdoor events - 

would be great to have a number of areas for outdoor performance.” 

Those more negative towards it included: 

“The thought of ‘picnic and barbecue areas, event and performance space and areas for 

children to play safely’ is appalling and would spoil the natural beauty of the area.” 

 

Outdoor sports, e.g. table tennis, outdoor gym were mentioned in 8 responses. These 

were generally supportive along the lines of: 

“We support the idea of enhancing the Recreation Ground with extra wellbeing 

space/children’s play equipment/adult exercise areas.” 

 

The idea of more picnic and BBQ areas and the introduction of a camping area were 

not favourable on the whole amongst the 7 responses which discussed them, one example 

comment being: 

“All lovely apart from the campsite idea - you’re really asking for trouble.” 

“The Rec is already well used as a picnic area and does not require improvement to do 

this.” 
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There were 5 mixed responses to additional food and drink outlets, with a further 5 

responses referring to the Wheel/fairground which were felt not to enhance the appeal 

of the area. 

 

There were 12 further general responses with references to a Shakespeare’s Trail, and 

the effect on the sports clubs near to the Recreation Ground. These comments suggested 

that any art/ literature trail be linked into a trail in the town, to encourage footfall into the 

town centre. Responses regarding the sports clubs expressed concern that more public 

open space be privatised for sports club use, and a worry that the Bowls Club would lose 

its car park. 

 

4.5.6. Extension to Scheme 
 
Responses addressing the need to link the proposed scheme in with other areas within 

Stratford-upon-Avon and across the district, and the potential for expanding the scheme 

into the Onion Fields, covered a number of different ideas, as shown below. 

 
 
Theme Count 

Greenway 12 

Southern extension 11 

Welcombe Hills 9 

Link to other routes 8 

Other villages 8 

General 7 

Central area 4 

Shipston Road/Rosebird 3 
Table 25 

Of the general comments, most concerned the need to link walking and cycling routes 

up to create a joined-up network across the district. For example: 

“It presents an opportunity to be even more imaginative and link to and improve the many 

paths and green spaces crisscrossing Stratford.” 

 

A number of responses suggested a link up with the Greenway. For example: 

“Could the riverside paths also be considered down to the Greenway and link that in 

somehow via the lock gates and back up to the Lucy's Mill Bridge on the North Western 

side as there is also some great land unused there which would also fill in the area to the 

Racecourse.”  

“We have a great resource in the "Greenway" but this does not join safely with the town 

centre or the riverside. The Riverside development could address this and make sensible 

safe routes between the lovely green spaces.” 

 

Links with the Welcombe Hills were welcomed by a number of responses, with comments 

such as: 

“Why not expand the targeted space into the Welcombe Hills? I find the connection 

between the riverside and the Welcombe hills challenging and I think it could be much 

improved.” 
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“Could the expanded Fisherman’s car park also provide access to the Welcombe Hills and 

thence to the long distance Monarch’s Way?” 

 

Links to other routes were mentioned in some responses, suggesting links to the 

Monarch’s Way and Shakespeare’s Way. Links to the Canal Quarter project were also 

mooted. 

 

Village link ups were referred to in 8 comments, particularly mentioning Tiddington and 

Snitterfield. A detailed example being: 

“A riverside walking route to Hampton Lucy, Monarch’s Way across Welcombe Hills, cycle 

ways along Stratford canals, (town to Wilmcote) town to Snitterfield through Lower 

Clopton and King’s Lane (which is in urgent need of improvement) past The Farm and in 

the other direction past Lucy’s Mill along the Greenway. Advice from Sustrans could be 

sought.” 

 

Responses referring to the Central area, focused on it as a hinge point for interconnecting 

routes, with some intervention to ensure connectivity being essential. For example: 

“The essential central area crossing of the A3400, to provide connectivity, will be a 

challenge without affecting its traffic flows, unless a transport vision is to reduce existing 

motorised traffic flow.” 

 

3 comments referred to possible link up with the Shipston Road/Rosebird Centre 

 

11 comments were in favour of a Southern Extension. The potential for this space to 

become a wetlands/nature reserve and to provide car parking in a natural ‘wooded’ area, 

accessible from the south were particularly welcomed. Comments on this included: 

“As this is further from the central area it should be possible to introduce more wildlife 

sensitive ponds / marshes, wildlife meadows and tree planting though adventure walks 

and educational areas for children could also be incorporated here as given its present use 

there would not be a detrimental effect on wildlife.”  

“The onion field could be the jewel in the crown here. A wooded area concealing a country 

park style car park with wetlands development in the flood plain. This could become the 

balance attraction to Shakespeare in the town.” 

 

4.5.7. River Crossings 
 
A number of responses referred to foot and vehicular crossings of the River Avon, falling 

into the categories below. 
 

Theme 

Count 

Lucy’s Mill Bridge 43 

New crossings 16 

Bancroft Gyro-Clopton Bridge 14 

Ferry 2 

Flooding 2 
Table 26 
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Lucy’s Mill Bridge was brought up in a significant number of responses. The majority 

were in favour of major work on the bridge to improve access, particularly for wheelchair 

users, the elderly, pushchair users and cyclists, and would like this work to be prioritised 

within any scheme. This is exemplified by comments such as: 

“The bridge on the southern end of the river at Lucy’s Mill fails to provide accessibility for 

all users whatever their needs. Improving the access of this for wheelchairs, pushchairs 

and cyclists would allow people to access not just a circular walk of the riverside but also 

link to the Greenway providing further opportunity to enjoy the outdoors.” 

“The pedestrian bridge by Lucy’s Mill in particular could be widened with better accessibility 

for prams/pushchairs/wheelchairs/bikes etc. to make the bridge to bridge loop enjoyable 

for all.” 

“My main concern is about Lucy’s Mill Bridge. The proposals for it are very thin, the bridge 

desperately needs modernisation or replacement to allow proper access for all, walkers, 

cyclists, disabled/wheelchair and children’s push chairs/buggies.”  

“The failure of any consideration being given to Lucy’s Mill Bridge, also alarms me. For 

years attempts have been made to improve access over the bridge for the elderly, the 

disabled and young families with pushchairs. A project that took this into account might 

have some considerable backing from the local community.” 

 

The potential of the Bridge being improved, allowing a circular walk possible for more 

people, was very much welcomed. 

 

16 comments were made in relation to new crossings. New crossings were felt to be 

greatly beneficial for allowing connectivity by foot and bicycle. Ideas mentioned included  

“A foot or road bridge from Tiddington Road to the Fisherman’s Car Park.”  

“Foot bridge further down the river, by the lock past Severn Meadows Bridge”.  

 

Other comments inferred that there were enough crossings as it is. 

 

14 comments mentioned the Bancroft Gyro-Clopton Bridge area. Issues included in the 

responses were related to traffic and pedestrian and cyclist safety when negotiating the 

river crossing at this point. Comments seen included: 

“I agree that pedestrian safety is a problem at the junction at the Swan's Nest hotel, but 

this may be improved when the proposed traffic lights are installed at that location.” 

“One of the key issues is there is a very poor link from the northern area to the southern 

area with a bottle neck at the current pelican crossing on the north side of Clopton Bridge 

which is where the problems with traffic congestion occur now.”  

“And then the real pinch point: how to get across the river on a bike safely.” 

 

Many responses would like to see the project address these issues through a transport 

strategy, particularly as connectivity between areas was seen to rely on there being a 

better crossing here: 

“The essential central area crossing of the A3400, to provide connectivity, will be a 

challenge without affecting its traffic flows, unless a transport vision is to reduce existing 
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motorised traffic flow. The onward connections at both ends of the proposal will have to 

be indicated to allow realistic communication rather than just a merry go round.” 

 

4.5.8. Boating 

A number of different topics relating to boating and river use were covered by the 

responses, as shown below. 

Theme Count 

Against water taxis 24 

Negative impact of increased river usage 20 

Water sports 15 

Pro water taxis 10 
Table 27 

Opinion regarding the water taxi proposals were divided, with slightly more weight towards 

the negative. Of those responses against water taxis, the main reasons given were the 

effects on the environment, as in: 

“Greater use of the river, for example river taxis, and large numbers of people in the area 

will not help biodiversity.”  

“If river traffic (water taxis) were to be introduced/increased, what will the effect on local 

wildlife and environment be?”  

And the fact the river usage currently could not accommodate the increase in traffic: 

“I am not sure I see how a regular water taxi service will pair well with the existing use of 

this river space for water sports; the river simply isn’t sufficiently sized in the spaces where 

it is safe enough to get into the water to safely [and pleasurably] accommodate all this 

activity.” 

 

10 comments elicited a more positive response for the water taxi idea: 

“Along the green corridor this seems like a good idea so people could park at the Leisure 

Centre and go up river by taxi and walk back or vice versa.” 

 

20 responses were concerned about the negative impacts caused by the increased 

river usage on the environment: 

“If your desire is to enhance the area's natural beauty and peace as well as encouraging 

wildlife you don't want extra traffic on the river - boats filled with noisy people.”  

Safety was also raised: 

“The river simply isn’t sufficiently sized in the spaces where it is safe enough to get into 

the water to safely [and pleasurably] accommodate all this activity.” 

 

15 comments were made about water sports. Again, opinion on this was split, with those 

in favour arguing on the basis of health: 

“Encouraging physical activity for swimmers and rowers, paddle boarders, and canoeists 

(who all already use the river anyway) would be a good thing.”  
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Whilst those against were concerned over the impact of increasing river usage for water 

sports: 

“No consideration or analysis has been made of the effects of increased use on current 

users and the capacity of the river to absorb any increase, and the inherent increased 

safety risk this will produce.” 


