
 

 

 

 

 

Hi Everyone, 

I am delighted to tell you that Sustrans has completed the Feasibility Study (FS) for 

the AAGP route from Broom via Bidford Health Centre and into Stratford at the back 

of the Racecourse. We commissioned this report some months ago and now it is 

finished I have attached it for your information. 

This FS comes with an important note on context and interpretation.  It is a 

discussion document, raising ideas and options which require a lot of additional 

research and consultation with interested parties whether they be parishes, 

landowners or walking and cycling groups. It raises the profile of the exciting 

prospect of a new Greenway linking the work already underway to develop a spine 

route from Evesham to Alcester and possibly further on still. 

The massive benefits from such developments are undisputable but such ambitious 

projects need involvement and engagement from all sides.  We would very much 

appreciate your thoughts and advice. Please read the report with an open mind and 

continue to help us with the complex and challenging tasks ahead. 

Best wishes 

Joe   

Joe Harvey 

Chairman - The Avon and Arrow Greenway Project  
 

07778650275 

Email:  joeharvey@aagp.org.uk  

Web: www.aagp.org.uk  

Registered Charity Number 1188324  
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About Sustrans 

Sustrans is the charity making it easier for people to walk and cycle. We connect people and places, create 

liveable neighbourhoods, transform the school run and deliver a happier, healthier commute. Join us on our 

journey. www.sustrans.org.uk. 

Registered Charity No. 326550 (England and Wales) SC039263 (Scotland). 

Our vision 

A society where the way we travel creates healthier places and happier lives for everyone. 

Our mission  

We make it easier for people to walk and cycle. 

How we work  

— We make the case for walking and cycling by using robust evidence and showing what can be done. 

— We provide solutions. We capture imaginations with bold ideas that we can help make happen.  

— We're grounded in communities, involving local people in the design, delivery and maintenance of 

solutions. 

What we do 

Contact us 

To find out more, please contact: Name Surname (email.on.one.line@sustrans.org.uk) 
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Executive summary 

Broom to Stratford upon Avon as a multiuser trail re-

uses as much as possible the old Midland & South 

West Junction railway alignment between the two. 

At 11km in length, it offers a largely traffic free 

experience for walking and cycling, connecting 

Stratford with Luddington, Welford, Bidford and 

Broom before this trail connects with the longer, and 

equally important Evesham to Alcester trail – which 

is also in development. 

Like all trails the development of this one relies on 

the goodwill of landowners, the ability to overcome 

Engineering challenges and Ecological biodiversity. 

At a cost of £10m nothing is a foregone conclusion, 

but the access to open space, rural countryside, 

and the ability of small-scale enterprises to set up 

and flourish should not be underestimated. 

There are few significant engineering challenges, 

but those that exist provide a different perspective 

on the world.  

Replacing the lost bridge over the River Arrow will 

create more opportunities to explore further afield.  

Clearing 40 years of scrub undergrowth may seem 

on the face of it ecological desecration, but 

biodiversity thrives when it is released from the 

stranglehold of nettles, brambles and bindweed 

Foreword  

Arrive in world class Stratford on a Friday night, 

soak up cultural Shakespeare all day on Saturday 

and hire a bike on a Sunday morning to explore the 

new cycle trail between Broom and Stratford – 

perhaps Sunday lunch in one of the village pubs, 

before heading back home. 

Sounds like an ideal weekend. ? 

Broom to Stratford upon Avon, as a walking and 

cycling trail alone would be a great asset to the 

communities along its route – enabling exploration 

of the local area without the need for a car. 

It’s not just about the x miles between start and end 

points, but about this route being part of a much 

bigger picture for West Warwickshire and East 

Worcestershire.  

Having a vision and having this greenway as a 

Centrepoint in several linking routes, is one that 

connects outlying villages to market towns, bringing 

communities together and enabling a whole new 

“offer” to both locals and tourists alike. 

.  
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1. Introduction 

Sustrans has been commissioned by the Avon and 

Arrow Greenways Partnership to undertake a 

feasibility study into the development of the 

former Broom junction – Stratford railway line 

into a walking and cycling trail. 

1.1 Background to the project 

Development of the idea has been in the 

making for several years and the AAGP group 

have long had an aspiration to convert this 

route, as part of their much wider vision for the 

creation of a series of rail trails across West 

Warwickshire and East Worcestershire. 

No studies have previously been made for this 

route, but elements of it are loosely indicated 

in Stratford on Avon DC’s Local Plan, which 

indicated the desire to create a “Bidford 

Greenway”. 

Old railway lines in this part of Warwickshire 

and Worcestershire are limited, there were few 

active ones to start with. This route connects 

with the much larger Evesham / Alcester / 

Redditch route, which Sustrans have also 

undertaken feasibility studies on for either the 

AAGP or for Warwickshire County Council. 

The global pandemic has forced people to 

reassess what they feel valuable to them. 

There is a growing uptick in interest, both 

politically and from residents, about how we 

better access open space, and how we 

become less reliant on the car to get about 

places. 

Development of this greenway, and others in 

the area, connects those rural outlying villages 

into their nearest service town, and enables 

much greater accessibility for people to 

explore as much of their local area as they 

wish. 

The support comes locally from several of the 

Parish Councils, the AAGP is a group made 

up of several West Warwickshire and East 

Worcestershire PC’s, the District Council in 

Stratford and Wychavon and the County 

Councils of Warwickshire and Worcestershire. 

 

 
 
 
  

Figure 01 Urban Greenway Cheltenham 

Figure 02 Attractive places Bacton 

Figure 03 Reconnecting communities - Padiham 

Figure 04 Lias Line construction works  
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Map 01 Broom to Stratford and associated old railway lines routes in context. 
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2. NCN principles 

2.1 Why we have the NCN 

principles: 

The National Cycle Network design principles 

set out key elements that make the Network 

distinctive and need to be considered during 

design of new and improved routes forming 

part of the Network.  

Where the Network is not traffic-free it should 

either be on a quiet-way section of road or be 

fully separated from the carriageway.  

For a National Cycle Network route on a quiet-

way section of road traffic speed and flows 

should be sufficiently low with good visibility to 

comply with design guidance for comfortable 

sharing of the carriageway. 

Signs and markings should highlight the 

Network. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Principle 1: 

Traffic-free or quiet-way 

Where the Network is not “traffic-free” it should 

either be on a quiet-way section of road or be 

fully separated from the adjacent carriageway. 

For a National Cycle Network route on a quiet-

way section of road the traffic speed and flows 

should be sufficiently low enough to encourage 

cycling for all ages and abilities.  

It should have good visibility to comply with 

design guidance to allow for comfortable 

sharing of the carriageway.  

Signs and road markings should highlight the 

Network. 

 

 

 

 

Figure 5: Safe crossing for all, helping 

continuity on traffic free routes 

Principle 2: 

Wide enough to accommodate 

all users 

Width of a route should be based on the level 

of anticipated usage, allowing for growth. A 

minimum width of 3m shall be delivered.  

Where it is not possible to deliver this, all other 

avenues should be fully explored before path 

widths are reduced. 

Physical separation between users should be 

considered where there is sufficient width and 

a higher potential for conflict between different 

users. 

Structures should be designed to maximise 

movement space. A minimum path width 

between parapets of 4m shall be maintained. 

 

 

Figure 6: At grade crossing of side road with 

separation for traffic, cyclists and pedestrians 

 

 

 

 

Principle 3:  

Designed to minimise 

maintenance 

A maintenance plan should be put in place 

during the development process. 

Construction quality should be maximised to 

minimise future maintenance needs. 

New planting should be kept well clear of the 

path. 

Sufficient tree work should be undertaken as 

part of construction to minimise future issues. 

Routes should be managed in a way that 

enhances biodiversity. 

 

 

Figure 7: Easily maintained 

 

  



4 Broom to Stratford 
01/02/2022 

Principle 4: 

Signed clearly and consistently 

Signage should be a mix of signs, surface 

markings and wayfinding measures. 

Every junction or decision point should be 

signed. 

Signage should be part of a network-wide 

signing strategy directing users to and from the 

route. 

Signage should direct users of the Network to 

trip generators such as places of interest, 

hospitals, universities, colleges. 

Signage should be used to increase route 

legibility and branding of routes. 

Signage should help to reinforce responsible 

behaviour by all users. 

Figure 8: Clear signing 

Principle 5:  

Smooth surface that is well 

drained. 

Path surfaces should be suitable for all users, 

irrespective of age, ability or mobility needs. 

Path surfaces should be maintained in a 

condition that is free of undulations, rutting and 

potholes. 

Path surfaces should be free draining and 

verges finished to avoid water ponding at the 

edges of the path. 

In, or close to, built-up areas a Network route 

should have a sealed surface to maximise the 

number of path users. 

Figure 9: Smooth, tarmac surface, accessible 

for all non-motorised users 

Principle 6:  

Fully accessible to all legitimate 

users. 

All routes should accommodate a cycle design 

vehicle 2.8 metres long x 1.2metres wide. 

Any barriers should have a clear width of 1.5 

metres. 

Gradients should be minimised and as gentle 

as possible. 

The surface should be maintained in a 

condition that makes it passable by all users. 

 

 

Figure 10a: Accessible for all 

Figure 10b: Corridors that provide continuity, 

that create short-cuts and are away from traffic, 

in attractive environments  

 

Principle 7:                              

Feel like a safe place to be 

Route alignments should avoid creating places 

that are enclosed or not overlooked. 

Consideration should be given as to whether 

lighting should be provided. 

 

 

Figure 11: Safe for all 
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Principle 8: 

Enable all users to cross roads 

safely. 

Road crossings should be in accordance with 

current best practice guidance. 

Approaches to road crossings should be 

designed to facilitate a slow approach speed to 

a crossing, have enough space for several 

users to wait safely. 

Signalised road crossings should be designed 

to minimise the wait time for NCN users. 

Where possible advanced notification systems 

should be used. 

All grade separated crossings should provide 

step-free access. 

 

 

Figure 12: Safe crossing for all 

Principle 9: 

Be attractive and interesting 

Network routes should be attractive places to 

be in and pass along. 

Landscaping, planting, artwork and 

interpretation boards should be used to create 

interest. 

Seating should be provided at regular intervals 

along a route. 

Opportunities should be taken to enhance 

ecological features. 

 

 

 

Figure.13: Attractive and interesting areas 
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3. Guidelines and 
Standards  

The most relevant guidance is listed on the 

Sustrans website at  

https://www.sustrans.org.uk/for-

professionals/infrastructure . Local Authority 

Guidance and policies are also relevant. 

Examples of relevant guidance are given in this 

chapter. 

General guidance for England 

• Department for Transport LTN 1/20 
Cycle Infrastructure Design 

• Highways England CD 195 Designing 
for cycle traffic 

• Department for Transport Local 
Transport Notes 

• LCWIP Technical Guidance for Local 
Authorities (DfT). 

          

 

 

 

 

 

 

Low Traffic Neighbourhoods 

• Sustrans introductory guide to low-
traffic neighbourhood design  

• Manual for Streets 
• Slow Streets Sourcebook (Urban 

Design London) 
• Streetscape Guidance (Transport for 

London) 
• Achieving lower speeds: the toolkit 

(TfL). 

     

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Local  Authority Guidance and 

Policies  

As the Strategic Transport Authority 

Warwickshire’s  Local Transport Plan runs 

through the perid 2011 to 2026.  

Whilst still current the document is the latter 

stages of this lifecycle and there have been 

significant changes in “real world thinking” that 

may now be more careful consideration. 

Of these The National Bus Strategy, Gear 

Change and LTN1/20 present the biggest 

impact to transport thinking.  

These are strategies and processes that will 

still be existence after the County recovers 

from the current “Covid 19” pandemic, however 

the change in travel patterns and a siesmic 

shift to “home working” as a result of Covid 19 

may ultimately have shifted public needs, but 

also forces a re-think into the viability of certain 

aspects of the LTP as it nears the end of it’s 

lifecycle. 

The study area is covered under Section 11 

Southern and Western Warwickshire Area 

Strategy. 

“The District has the highest proportion of 

those of retirement age in the County, and the 

lowest proportion of people of working age. It is 

also heavily under-represented in the 15-19 

and 35-39 age groups, and over-represented in 

all age groups over 50.” 

This is an affluent part of the County, with 

many people choosing to live, but not work, 

within the immediate area – and roughly 50% 

of all households have access to / own two or 

more vehicles.  

This is a predominantly rural area, with a 

dispersed population making it difficult to 

service effectively with public transport, and 

therefore the lack of high-quality alternative 

provision exacerbates the reliance of private 

car use. 

Whilst the Transport “Goals” for this part of the 

County focus largely on developing “World 

Class Stratford, there is an area strategy for 

Bidford. 

Policy AS3 B. Social – item 5  
 

“Investigate the creation of a greenway with 

public access along the dismantled railway line 

on the northern edge of the village.” 

Walking Strategy 

The Walking Strategy element included within 

the LTP is still relevant today, especially with 

https://www.sustrans.org.uk/for-professionals/infrastructure
https://www.sustrans.org.uk/for-professionals/infrastructure
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/cycle-infrastructure-design-ltn-120
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/cycle-infrastructure-design-ltn-120
http://www.standardsforhighways.co.uk/ha/standards/dmrb/vol6/section3/CD%20195%20Designing%20for%20cycle%20traffic-web.pdf
http://www.standardsforhighways.co.uk/ha/standards/dmrb/vol6/section3/CD%20195%20Designing%20for%20cycle%20traffic-web.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/local-transport-notes
https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/local-transport-notes
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/883082/cycling-walking-infrastructure-technical-guidance.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/883082/cycling-walking-infrastructure-technical-guidance.pdf
https://www.sustrans.org.uk/for-professionals/infrastructure/an-introductory-guide-to-low-traffic-neighbourhood-design/
https://www.sustrans.org.uk/for-professionals/infrastructure/an-introductory-guide-to-low-traffic-neighbourhood-design/
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/manual-for-streets
https://www.urbandesignlondon.com/library/sourcebooks/slow-streets-sourcebook/
https://www.urbandesignlondon.com/library/sourcebooks/slow-streets-sourcebook/
http://content.tfl.gov.uk/streetscape-guidance-.pdf
http://content.tfl.gov.uk/streetscape-guidance-.pdf
http://content.tfl.gov.uk/achieving-lower-speeds-toolkit.pdf
http://content.tfl.gov.uk/achieving-lower-speeds-toolkit.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/cycle-infrastructure-design-ltn-120
https://www.standardsforhighways.co.uk/dmrb/
https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/local-transport-notes
https://www.sustrans.org.uk/for-professionals/infrastructure/an-introductory-guide-to-low-traffic-neighbourhood-design/
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/manual-for-streets
https://www.urbandesignlondon.com/library/sourcebooks/slow-streets-sourcebook/
http://content.tfl.gov.uk/streetscape-guidance-.pdf
http://content.tfl.gov.uk/achieving-lower-speeds-toolkit.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/908535/cycling-walking-infrastructure-technical-guidance-document.pdf
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regards to the number of short trips under 1 

mile completed on foot, and the reliance on car 

to undertaken trips of 2 miles or less. 

Public perception of the walking environment is 

perhaps more acute, and the problems / 

barriers faced more “in focus”.  What is missing 

though is the acknowledgement that noise, 

clean air, and proximity to moving traffic are 

now regarded as being fundamental to 

encouraging this as a mode of transport. 

The relocation of the health centre to outside of 

the village, and the poor-quality link for 

pedestrian access ensures that trips are made 

by car. The development of the railway as a 

multiuser greenway would overcome this 

barrier. 

Cycling Strategy 

The County’s first Cycling Strategy in 1995 has 

certainly evolved and the County Council is an 

Authority that is forward thinking and keen to 

adapt, however the study area remains a 

challenge that is yet to be fixed.  

Many of the guidance documents noted within 

the LTP are old, outdated or no longer relevant 

– and a reliance on these to determine 

solutions should be cautioned against. 

All the 10 policies identified in the LTP remain 

relevant today – but the significant changes in 

infrastructure design and delivery mean that 

ambition, design, political and public support 

are more inter-twined through the publication of 

Gear Change and Local Transport Note 

LTN1:20 

 

LTN 1/20 Cycle Infrastructure 

Design and its implications for 

design options.  

The Government set out its ambitions to see a 

“step change in cycling and walking in coming 

years” in Gear Change – A bold vision for 

cycling and walking (Department for Transport, 

July 2020). The document sets out key design 

principles, which are the basis for the updated 

national guidance for highway authorities and 

designers, given in LTN1/20. 

 

 

Although LTN 1/20 is issued as guidance its 

adoption will also be a condition for 

Government funding of all local highways 

investment, as well as new cycle infrastructure.  

 “It will be a condition of any future Government 
funding for new cycle infrastructure that it is 
designed in a way that is consistent with this 
national guidance.  

The Department for Transport will also reserve 
the right to ask for appropriate funding to be 
returned for any schemes built in a way which 
is not consistent with the guidance. In short, 
schemes which do not follow this guidance will 
not be funded.” (Extract from Foreword 
LTN1/20)  

 

LTN 1/20 has therefore been taken as the 

starting point when considering design options 

for this scheme. Some of the major implications 

in relation to the space needed for cycling, to 

ensure that the guidelines are met are: 

• Properly protected bike lanes, cycle-

safe junctions and interventions for low-

traffic streets are needed for the whole 

scheme, with little scope for exceptions.  

• Cycle infrastructure should be 

accessible to everyone from 8 to 80 and 

beyond.  

• On urban streets, cyclists must be 

physically separated from pedestrians 

and should not share space with 

pedestrians. 

• Cyclists must be physically separated 

and protected from high volume motor 

traffic, both at junctions and on the 

stretches of road between them. 

• Cycle infrastructure should be designed 

for significant numbers of cyclists, and 

for non-standard cycles. 

LTN 1/20 notes that physical separation of 

cyclists from motor traffic can be an option in 

all situations but may not be necessary at lower 

speeds and lower volumes of traffic. This is an 

important factor in scheme design because 

measures that reduce traffic volumes and/ or 

speeds can change the requirements for 

provision for cyclists. 

LTN 1/20 has many other implications for cycle 

infrastructure design and maintenance and 

needs to be read as a whole, to fully 

understand the required design standards 

(including the Cycling Level of Service Tool 

and Junction Assessment Tool). To justify 

expenditure on this scheme the whole scheme 

has to be to a good standard and there should 

be no Critical Fails using the Cycling Level of 

Service Tool, with junctions to a good standard 

for all movements.   

Figure 4.1 and table 6.1 of LTN 1/20 (overleaf) 

shows the appropriate protection from motor 

traffic on highways, with the aim being that 

traffic flow, speed and type of separation 

should fit within the green area. 

The space needed for cycling needs to allow 

for pedestrians and needs to be separated 

from motorised traffic by the desired or 

absolute minimum separation as outlined 

above, with absolute minimum a last resort 

 

 

 

 

 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/cycling-and-walking-plan-for-england
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/cycling-and-walking-plan-for-england
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LTN 1/20 generally recommends that cyclists 

are segregated from pedestrians but suggests 

that 

 “Shared use may be appropriate in some 

situations, if well-designed and implemented.”  

The guidance on widths for rural routes is given 

in Table 6-3, which states that for routes 

carrying less than 300 pedestrians per hour 

and less than 300 cyclists per hour the  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

recommended minimum width is 3m. This is 

the width that has been used throughout for 

this study. In the villages cyclists need to be 

segregated from pedestrians and a width of 3m 

has also been used for a bi-directional 

cycleway reduced to 2.5m at pinchpoints. 

For rural roads the speed limit is generally 

60mph or 50mph, which means that any path 

must be at least 1.5m from the edge of the 

carriageway. Paths also must be kept well 

clear of hedges, which could be another 2m, so 

with a 3m wide path that means that at least 

6.5m of highway verge space would be needed 

to construct a new path.  
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Healthy Streets 

Healthy Streets is a measure of how healthy 

our environment is. It is a recognition that 

“Every decision we make about our built 

environment, however small, is an opportunity 

to deliver better places for people to live in and 

thereby improve their health.” 

(https://www.healthystreets.com/what-is-

healthy-streets)  

There are 10 evidence based Healthy Streets 

indicators as shown below and streets can be 

assessed and given a score, which can be 

audited.  

The expectation is that Local Authorities and 

designers should aim to improve the Healthy 

Streets score on their streets and for any new 

infrastructure an assessment should be made 

before design work starts and after a scheme 

has been delivered. To properly assess a 

street, traffic flow data is needed, and the 

professionals involved should have been 

trained in the process.  

For this study it is premature to conduct 

Healthy Streets Audits, but as options are 

developed Healthy Streets audits of the village 

streets should be completed, with a clear aim 

to improve the healthy streets score on the 

streets concerned.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://www.healthystreets.com/what-is-healthy-streets
https://www.healthystreets.com/what-is-healthy-streets
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4. Route option 
appraisal 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Main railway alignment Broom Junction to  

Health Centre / Cranhill (blue route) 

Main railway alignment Health Centre / Cranhill 

to Stratford upon Avon (blue route) 

Alternative alignment via Hillborough 

Lane (blue dashed line) 

Alternative alignment via Luddington 

Lane (orange dashed line) 

Length of route option  3.2km Broom junction to Health Centre 8.55km  2.58km re-alignment between B439 and 

Hillborough Farm due to plough out 

3.1km via Luddington Lane 

Ease of gradients  Gentle, generally level Broom to Waterloo Road 

then easy rising gradient to Health Centre 

Generally, level  Gentle Generally, level but rising incline heading 

W from Luddington village 

Outline costs   £3.59 - £5.05m  £6.0 - £8.36m Low as field headlands and quiet lane. 

New structure c£75,000 

Low but this would be entirely on road 

Engineering Challenges New c40m bridge across River Arrow Nothing that cannot be resolved Small structure to cross watercourse None, but ensuring good connection at 

SWRR is important 

Ecology Challenges Significant -refer to ecology section Significant – refer to ecology section Unknown but arable farmland and 

headland areas 

None – all diversion is on road 

Highway Challenges Limited, road crossing needed Waterloo Road B439 road crossing at Cranhill, SWRR at 

Luddington 

B439 road crossing at Cranhill Road speed, this would be good route for 

Quiet Lane tretament 

Land Ownership challenges Believed to be limited. Several areas ploughed out needing diversion PRoW would need to be upgraded and 

possibly diverted. 

Warwickshire Highways 

Map 02 Broom to Stratford upon Avon railway alignment 
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5. Design 
constraints 

5.1 Environment Agency 

The route sits within the Avon valley, and for the 

large part is unimpacted by any flood zones, 

although there are two areas of concern. 

Of concern across all the identified locations would 

be the use of E-Bikes and E-Scooters and whether 

riding these even in levels of low flood water 

presents a level of risk not previously required. 

River Arrow, Broom 

The area to the west of the River Arrow is indicated 

as Zone 3 flood area. Development of a sealed 

surface path would be appropriate to avoid 

maintenance costs and damage associated with 

flood events. 

Such construction would still be permissible under 

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 

guidance as it would class as “water compatible 

development”.  

The need for a flood risk assessment (FRA) may be 

appropriate given the proximity to the village, and 

the known history of flooding that has occurred. 

The railway at this point is largely on an 

embankment, 2-3 m high and would sit above flood 

water level under all but exceptional circumstances. 

The railway cutting is not indicated as being at risk, 

and although some ponding may occur during 

periods of heavy rain, it is not considered a high 

risk. 

The fact that it does not flood should be regarded as 

“an opportunity”. As part of any Flood Risk 

Assessment the cutting area could be designed to 

create a series of “wet habitat areas” that capture 

any surface water run-off from the path and slow or 

prevent it from reaching the river. 

River Avon, Welford  

Flooding around Welford is more extensive and has 

potentially greater impact on any potential route 

alignment. 

There are two areas of concern, the water course 

running due south from Temple Grafton and the 

River Avon itself. 

The watercourse to the west of Welford is of limited 

width and is within arable farmland. It is classed as 

Zone 2 flood area and is not regarded as main river. 

Crossing this should not be problematic.  

The railway alignment will have crossed via a 

culvert or bridge structure and the public rights of 

way network runs close by and crosses it, 

suggesting that one or both options may be viable. 

The River Avon itself may be more challenging, 

especially around the area of Binton Bridge. Most of 

this area is indicated as Zone 3 flood area – 

however the railway east of Binton Bridge is on an 

embankment and clearly classed as Zone 2 area. 

As with the section around Broom a high-quality 

surface will minimize any flood damage / 

maintenance and would still fall within “water 

compatible development”.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Map 04, Flood mapping, Welford on Avon 

Map 03, Flood mapping, Broom 
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5.2 Ground and Geology 

Underlying Geology 

A search of the British Geological Survey database 

has allowed an assessment of the underlying 

geology. (Geological Survey sheet 200, Stratford 

upon Avon 1:50,000 scale) 

The River Avon and River Arrow are located within 

areas of alluvium, whilst much of the railway 

alignment is indicated as being from fluvial sand 

and gravels mixed with Lias clay. 

From a geological perspective this does not present 

any significant challenge. It may suggest that where 

railway alignments have been cut into the original 

land they may retain water – the clay layer having 

been exposed. 

This presents opportunity and a chance to increase 

the biodiversity of the natural flora / fauna along the 

route. 

Coal Mining 

Although British Coal records suggest that this area 

is a “Surface Coal Resource” area, no mine works 

are recorded and therefore the routes are not 

regarded as high risk from mining related 

subsidence. 

 

 

 

 

 

5.3 Utilities 

No assessment of existing utilities has been 

undertaken at this stage, and detailed searches 

should be undertaken to establish constraints. 
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5.4 Heritage and Historic 

Environment 

Heritage England website search indicates that 

there are no recorded areas of concern along the 

line of the original railway. 

Several buildings, in the villages and also as 

isolated properties, are listed.  

Binton Bridge across the River Avon is a Grade 2 

listed structure, and this will need to be taken into 

consideration when developing the connecting 

route. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Map 05 Scheduled Ancient Monuments Bidford to Welford Map 06 Scheduled Ancient Monuments Welford to Stratford 
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6. Design 
considerations  

Overall 

The solutions applied to the railway corridor will vary 

depending upon several parameters. The key 

parameters would be 

• Location 

• Available space 

• Number of cycle and pedestrian movements 

• Landowner agreement where route is lost 

• Ecological impact 

6.1 Broom village link 

The railway alignment crosses farmland on a low 

embankment with a single farm accommodation 

bridge midway between the river and the 

north/south Alcester – Evesham railway. 

The railway embankment is largely clear of 

significant tree growth and consists of mainly low 

grasses. A standard path construction along this 

section consisting of type 1 stone base and a 

tarmac surface layer would provide maximum 

benefit for all users and reduced long term 

maintenance costs. The tarmac can be softened 

with a tar and chip overlay surface to ensure that 

there is a more natural blend into the landscape. 

 

 

 

 

The railway alignment crosses over a small farm 

accommodation structure, roughly 10m long. The 

structure and deck appear to be in good condition. 

There is no significant spalling to the brickwork and 

there are no visible cracks.  

Although largely intact the structure lacks parapets 

suitable for permitting walking and cycling use, and 

these will be required. It may be possible to install a 

rudimentary and functional solution such as “Key 

Clamp” to solve the problem – but these are poor 

aesthetically. 

The actual height of the current brick upstand is 

unknown, and the current “vegetated spoil” will need 

to be removed and the deck assessed. Ecologically 

this may present a challenge, and any works to 

assess the condition of the structure will need to 

meet ecological requirements. 

There is just enough width between the inside face 

of the brick upstands to allow for a more ornate  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

parapet to be fitted and retain a 3.m wide usable 

path width. Such a solution will cost more but will be 

better aesthetically. 

It may also be possible to fit new railings directly 

onto the top of the existing upstand. This, combined 

with clearing the deck of existing spoil and then 

constructing directly on top may reduce the height 

of any additional rails.  

Overall, the “protected height” ie the height either of 

the new parapets, or “parapet + upstand” will need 

to reach 1.40m 

3. River Arrow bridge 

2. Farm bridge 

4. Railway in cutting 

1. Railway on 
embankment 6.“Victoria Road” bridge 

Map 07 Broom village 
links1 

5 Existing 
railway bridge 

7 Links to Victoria Road 

Fig 14 Broom link view east  

Fig 15 Broom link view west 
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The railway alignment requires a new bridge across 

the River Arrow, rough span c35m. The railway 

crossed on a level gradient and there would be no 

major challenges to the replacement structure doing 

the same. The river is not navigable at this point 

and therefore the only restriction would be the 

known 1 in 100-year flood level + 600mm clear 

freeboard. 

The western abutments are in particularly poor 

condition and not helped by the addition of tree 

growth. Trees at the end of the current railway 

formation would need to be removed – which may 

damage the abutments further, rendering them 

wholly unusable. 

A new bridge on the same alignment clearly limits 

land take, but a new structure, lightweight and with 

new abutment may be more deliverable and cost 

effective –once the extent of works to the original 

abutments are costed.  

A new concrete bankseat could be constructed 

easily on both sides of the river and a lightweight 

structure, constructed offsite as a series of 

“modular” units, dropped into place.  

This approach may reduce the size of any crane 

needed, which presents an access challenge. 

Access for any new structure and machinery, plant 

and materials associated with the construction of 

the bridge and the railway path on the western side 

of the river will need to consider access. 

Roads are narrow and largely rural lanes, access to 

the old railway from the Broom – Dunnington road 

are most probably the only viable option, putting 

pressure on either of the villages. 

 

 

 

The eastern abutment is in better condition and may 

be more salvageable. Of concern is the field access 

immediately adjacent to the abutment. It does not 

look used but obstructing a Right of Way can be 

detrimental to the project.  

It is essential that there is a clear understanding of 

whether: 

a- The current access forms part of a 

documented Public Right of Way (public 

footpath) 

b- There is an existing, albeit hardly used, 

right of access in place. 

If there is a Public Right of Way, then this will need 

the Highway Authority to agree to changes. If there 

is an existing right of access, then the landowner (s) 

will need to be engaged. 

If neither exist, or there is an agreement with either 

Highways or landowner to forego this route then a 

level bridge crossing would not create a significant 

challenge – especially around loss of headroom to 

pass underneath. 

If there is a Public Right of Way, then re-alignment 

so that it can be diverted onto and /or across the 

proposed railway path can be developed as a 

positive outcome to the project. 

Broom cutting will provide an opportunity to improve 

and enhance the railway corridor for path users and 

as a means of maximizing biodiversity 

enhancements. 

The space is largely self-seeded vegetation and 

may be less challenging to remove than perhaps is 

presumed. 

There are opportunities along this 500m long 

cutting. It runs west – east meaning that the 

southern facing slopes will see more sunshine than 

the north. Clearing out greater vegetation here will 

generate a different habitat to the other cutting side.  

The cutting will be wet / damp and the underlying 

ground may hold water. Meandering the path 

alignment through the cutting will allow for the 

development of “wet habitat” areas of varying depth 

to be established. 

The development of new routes will need to 

maximize biodiversity under the Environment Act 

2021 – and the cutting presents a huge opportunity 

to deliver against this. 

The key to the cutting is to have a vision and 

develop it. It should be regarded as an untapped 

gem along the route. 

 

Fig 16 Farm accommodation bridge – deck view looking west 

Fig 17 Farm accommodation bridge view from field level 

Fig 18 River Arrow bridge western abutment remains 

Fig 19 River Arrow bridge crossing view looking west 

Fig 21 River Arrow bridge eastern abutment remains 

Fig 20 River Arrow bridge crossing view looking east 
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The cutting also has an identified SSSI designation, 

but this appears to be for geological importance 

rather than ecological. 

 

 

It is not difficult to overcome, and a similar situation 

exists on the Kenilworth Greenway. 

Improvements should not be regarded as 

destructive, and although significant amounts of 

vegetation can be lost, having a clear ecological 

management plan will ensure that a stronger, more 

diverse habitat and range of species returns. 
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Fig 24 – 25 Whilst habitat loss is often unavoidable 
the construction of a new greenway can result in 
better quality habitat.  

Fig 30-32 Plate girder, or steel bridges need to be 
treated differently – with a reinforced concrete deck 
often providing the better solution. Unlike brick 
structures it may not be possible to surface full width 
but creating drainage channels before concrete cures 
is equally essential. 

Fig 22 Farm overbridge in Broom cutting 

Fig 23 Rock outcrops on the Kenilworth Greenway 
with similar SSSI classification 

Fig 27 Structural solutions can reduce the construction 
impact by allowing the path to oversai ponds and 
wetland areas. Designed with a perforated grp deck 
this boardwalk on the Lias Line in Warwickshire allows 
water and light to reach the ground below. 

Fig 28-29 Water ingress into existing structures can 
be damaging and result in failure. Ensuring that water 
is removed is therefore essential. Preformed concrete 
channels are set close to the existing parapets, with 
the centre of the run set higher, allowing water to be 
removed. Surfacing of the deck needs to be parapet to 
parapet and using an AC6 stone surface produces a 
near watertight layer. 
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6.2 Bidford Road to Waterloo Road 

The existing connection under Bidford Road still 

exists and is usable, the footpath link between 

Bidford and Broom runs parallel to the road but at 

this lower level, providing immediate connectivity 

with the proposed greenway route. 

East of the road, the railway has been lost to 

agricultural (arable) farmland and therefore the most 

deliverable option is a path across the field edge, 

roughly 650m in length. 

The fields are arable and therefore may not need to 

be fenced, although that would be at the agreement 

of the landowner. 

It may also be possible to construct this link using 

“part field” “part railway” and avoid loss of 

agricultural land. 

Where there is no requirement or agreement to 

provide a fenced path then a buffer strip should be 

retained to prevent farm vehicles from over running 

the path. The buffer strip can be retained as a “set 

aside” strip and allowed to develop as a “wildflower” 

strip. This provides a softer edge to the path, and 

under the Environment Act may help increase the 

“biodiversity net gain” score for a scheme – 

essential under the planning requirements. 

Surfacing of the path will largely depend on the 

nature of the field to be crossed. Arable farmland 

will possibly need to support farm vehicle access, 

and therefore a tarmac surface may not be robust 

enough. Clarification is necessary from the 

landowner or the tenant as to how they farm the 

land. At least any access will need a suitable 

concrete pad for access / turning movements. 

Pastureland that is not fenced may be susceptible 

to damage by cattle excrement (there is a chemical 

reaction with binder in tarmac). 

Whilst concrete is not necessarily the easiest to 

“sell” as an environmental surface, in certain 

situations it is the more robust solution and reduces 

the long-term maintenance requirements of a route. 

Any path should be constructed to sit just above the 

existing ground level to ensure that surface water 

can drain into the adjacent verges, and routine 

maintenance cutting back edge growth will ensure a 

long-term usable route. 

The final 120m section of this link will need to avoid 

the traveler site and extending the field path south 

to meet the new residential development would be 

the preferred solution. 

The existing path within the development may still 

be under the control of the developer and not yet 

adopted by the council – or may form part of a 

management piece, either way consent to widen 

and improve the surface will be necessary. 

Connecting to this also requires a crossing of Small 

Brook, the watercourse that runs parallel to the field 

boundary, 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fig 35 Typical tarmac field path with timber post and 
wiremesh fencing (livestock), Glais. 

Fig 23 - Unfenced concrete field path with 1m un farmed 
verge edge, Kenilworth Greenway. 

Fig 34-Unfenced tarmac path top dressed with bitumen 
and stone (tar and chip) to soften impact in the landscape 
– Kenilworth Greenway 

Fig 36 Water can be the biggest “damage contributor” and 
a loose unbound surface is susceptible to creation of 
rinnels, channels and ponding damage. 
 
 
 

8Field path 

11 Small Brook 

12 Upgrade 
residential 
estate paths 

Map 08 Broom to Bidford  
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6.3 Waterloo Road  

Linking route options 

The link across Waterloo Road can be achieved 

through one of several alignments as detailed on 

the map opposite. Each one has its challenges to 

overcome as indicated below. 

Blue route: 

• Straight line route staying close to the 

existing railway formation.  

• Requires 3rd party land to accomplish this. 

• Land is heavily vegetated and may present 

ecological concern. 

• Crossing point falls outside of the current 

30mph speed limit and the existing chicane 

arrangement will need to be relocated 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Pink Route 

• Requires crossing point of “Small Brook” to 

link from field paths into housing 

development. 

• Path network will need to be improved 

(surface and width) and this may not yet be 

in the control of the District or Parish 

council. 

• Level difference between development 

open space and Waterloo Road footway 

would need to be overcome. (Change in 

levels due to previous road bridge being 

demolished?) This presents concerns from 

i) ecology, ii) adjacent new property. Any 

gradient on a new ramp would need to be to 

1:20, approximately 40-50m long. 

• Footway widening to meet new LTN1:20 

guidance for a section of shared path 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Red Route 

• As with Pink this needs to cross “Small 

Brook” to access the new residential 

development. 

• Less work needed to upgrade the current 

path links provided by the developer.  

• Route via Mirabelle Close and Damson 

Way provides key connectivity into the 

residential estate 

• New crossing on Waterloo Road can be 

achieved within the current 30mph area. 

• Requires significant re-work of the road 

layout between Waterloo Road and the 

connection back onto the railway path to 

meet new guidance. 

 

On balance the blue route is probably the easiest to 

deliver but this requires several 3rd parties to agree. 

Not least the current landowner and the adjacent 

traveler’s site residents, whose privacy will need to 

be respected. 

Both the pink and red alignments rely on crossing 

“Small Brook” a small watercourse and will need a 

new structure to achieve this. Although this may 

compromise some of what the developer has 

14 Crossing 
location 2 

13 
Residential 
Roads 

12 
Upgrade paths 
in development 

10 Crossing 
location 1 9 Railway line path 

Map 09 Waterloo Road Bidford road crossing options  

Fig 37 -38 Blue route alignment using 3rd party land 
 
 
 

Fig 39- 41 Pink route with new or upgraded paths within 
the new residential development – these will provide 
beneficial for the residents and not just the greenway 
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delivered with regards to their open space area, it is 

not an undeliverable option. It may require further 

negotiation with Stratford District planners as it 

constitutes a departure from the planning consent 

and developer obligations. 

Use of the developer’s path network and / or new 

residential road network would put the alignment in 

the psyche of these residents.  

Until such time as either the open space, and/or the 

road network is adopted the developer is unlikely to 

accept changes to what they have delivered. 

Acceptance / agreement from the adopting authority 

will also be necessary so that any changes to the 

original planning consent are recognized as being 

beyond the original requirements and are not the 

responsibility of the developer. 

If the red and pink route options are required, then 

neither are straightforward and on balance the red 

route alignment is less contentious. The pink route 

requires a ramp to be constructed, and the proximity 

of the closest property a concern. 

The red route relies on road space re-allocation 

from the new Damson Way junction to the proposed 

crossing point (item 13 on plan), or if the crossing 

point is at Damson Way (item 12 on plan) a larger 

re-work of road space is required. This upgraded 

path section is c100m and would possibly work as a 

shared footway. Guidance states 3.0m wide, but 

this is edge of village, and it may be possible to 

argue 2.5m with a 1.0m wide buffer zone to traffic. 

There is a level difference between Waterloo Road 

and the field to the NW side, and an earthworks 

ramp will be necessary to provide an onward link. It 

is estimated that this difference is c2 -2.5m and to 

meet gradient requirements of 1 in 20 a ramp length 

of between 50 and 60m should be factored into the 

design process. 

This ramp can be earthworks, but it is alongside 

“Small Brook” and the arable farmland has a 

financial value. Any ramp will require additional land 

take beyond the path width, c7-10m depending 

upon the type of solution employed. 

Road Crossing options 

The proposed crossing point falls outside of the 

current 30mph and although sight lines are good 

from both directions there may be concerns over 

locating a crossing so close to the village 

extremities. 

 

Re-locating the 30mph limit to include the crossing 

point is recommended and should be progressed 

with the County Highways team. 

Re-locating the current chicane arrangement so that 

it ties into the new crossing location within an 

extended 30mph limit is a possibility, but several 

Highway Authorities remain uncomfortable in having 

what are essentially speed reduction measures 

double up as a formal crossing point, even though 

public behaviour is such that the reduced crossing 

distance is more palatable to them. 

Removal of the chicane and replacement with a 

formal crossing point is therefore recommended. 

The crossing point can be any one of three options, 

but whichever is installed it is recommended that 

this includes a raised table and creation of a “village 

gateway” at the 30mph point. 

Option 1a: Uncontrolled crossing retaining vehicle 

priority. Located within a revised 30mph on raised 

table. Reduced kerb widths to create a throttle and 

vehicles entering the village environs to “Give Way” 

to vehicles exiting but this still retains priority for 

motor traffic over greenway users. 

Option1b: Uncontrolled crossing with pedestrian 

and cycle priority. Located within a revised 30mph 

in raised table. Retaining kerb alignments “as is” 

and placing the uncontrolled crossing on a raised 

table, but with “Give Way” markings applied to both 

incoming and outgoing traffic flows. This switches 

the priority from vehicle to pedestrian and cycle 

traffic.  

 

Option 2: Controlled crossing using parallel 

pedestrian and cycle crossing – zebra with parallel 

cycle track. As now permissible within the LTN 1/20 

design guidance this level of intervention is easily 

installed and like the uncontrolled options located 

within the revised 30mph area and on a raised 

table. 

Sight lines are good, but there may be a concern 

over vehicle speeds on the “inbound” approach and 

the proximity of the crossing to the edge of the 

village environment. This option may need to be 

linked to a village gateway feature. 

As this type of intervention is relatively new to the 

UK some degree of nervousness should be 

anticipated from Warwickshire County highways, 

however implementation and awareness is ever 

increasing. 

 

 

Option 3: Controlled crossing using toucan crossing 

or parallel pedestrian and cycle crossing using 

traffic signals. 

These options require greater investment in 

infrastructure, but they are easily understood by all 

road users. There may be concerns over the 

proximity of the crossing to the edge of the village 

environs, but as with the other options these can be 

addressed. 

There is an increase in time waiting at kerbside for 

pedestrian and cycle users, if they are to wait for the 

“green person/cycle” and this should be minimized 

by ensuring that the crossing is equipped with the 

latest “sensing” and “monitoring” technology. It 

would also be appropriate to install detector loops in 

the approach paths, so that the crossing is aware of 

impending use and starts the internal countdown 

process. This is not new and therefore should be 

easily achieved. 

 

Fig 42 Looking towards Bidford from the proposed 
crossing point location on Waterloo Road 
 
 
 

Fig 43 Typical priority cycle / pedestrian crossing 
 
 
 

Fig 44 Typical parallel zebra crossing now allowed in the 
UK 
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Where further thought should be given is to “exactly 

who” uses the greenway. If there is a chance that 

the route could also generate equestrian use, and 

the “railway line” link to Broom could conceivably be 

designed to allow this, then the crossing here will 

need to be delivered as a “Pegasus” facility 

(allowing horse, cycle and pedestrian use).  

This may place further challenges on vehicle 

approach speeds, sight lines and response times for 

signal cycling – all of which will need to be 

discussed and agreed with the County Highways. 

 

 

 

 

6.4 Waterloo Road to Grafton 

Lane 

This element of the railway line is largely lost 

underneath Wellington Road Industrial Estate. Field 

edge paths are required to make the link to Grafton 

Lane.  

This section of route also includes the former 

“Bidford Station” site, roughly where the traveler’s 

site is, but potentially overspilling into the area in the 

adjacent 3rd party land, and therefore may present a 

challenge. Archaeologically it is not sensitive, but 

any site clearance and construction works may 

encounter old foundations. 

The historic mapping also indicates that the Small 

Brook watercourse is culverted across the road and 

whilst this should not present any challenges  

The field closest to Waterloo Road is lower than 

Waterloo Road, and therefore a new ramp will need 

to be constructed to enable access from the 

proposed crossing point.  

This change in level, apparent on both sides of 

Waterloo Road, may be the remnants of the road 

bridge that existed at this location, carrying road 

over the railway. 

No topographic survey information is available, and 

it is estimated that the difference in level is c2.5m – 

which at a 1:20 gradient implies that a ramp of 50m 

is necessary.  

The proximity of any new ramp adjacent to the 

watercourse will need to be considered, and this 

may preclude a simple earthworks structure. The 

use of a reinforced earth / supporting structure such 

as “Terramesh” may be appropriate at this point. 

 

Currently the field is arable, and it may be viable 

to construct the path with a simple 1m verge left 

between path and farmed land – and the need for 

stock proof fencing removed, but this will need to 

be agreed with the landowner. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

15 Ramp link into field 
16 Field edge path 

17 New bridge 
across Small Brook 

18 Equestrian 
access across 
railway formation 
needed. 

Top - Map 10 Bidford Waterloo Road to Grafton Lane option.                               Bottom -  Map 11 Bidford Railway station historic plan  

Fig 45 Typical parallel signalised crossing. 
 
 
 

Fig 46 A Pegasus crossing, allowing equestrian use may 
be more appropriate if horse use is allowed on the 
greenway 
 
 
 Fig 47, 48 Unfenced and fenced paths set within agricultural land. Unfenced paths 

should be protected by a buffer strip to avoid accidental damage, whilst fenced paths 
need to allow for maintenance and hedge growth. 
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A new structure will be needed to cross “Small 

Brook”, the extents of this are yet unknown, this was 

the section of route we were unable to gain access 

to – but based on the crossing point to the rear of 

the traveler’s site the structure would not be 

complicated – roughly 10m span and 4m wide, with 

appropriate concrete bank seat foundations. 

The design of any new structure should consider 

future maintenance needs and alternative materials 

that may provide a better / more durable option 

should be considered. 

For example, using a perforated GRP sheet as the 

bridge deck rather than a timber nonslip deck would 

increase the life span of this element from c10 years 

to c30 years. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The field adjacent to Grafton Lane is also arable 

and the same principles can be applied to this for 

most of its length, however it should be noted that 

the owners of Smith Farm require equestrian 

access across the proposed path alignment, and 

this will need to be considered in any design. 

An arrangement of stock proof gates is the simplest 

option. The gates can be set up so that they remain 

closed across the cycle track.  

 

Ideally the proposed path will also rejoin the railway 

alignment to pass under Grafton Lane at this point, 

which will require a re-work of the existing levels.  

If equestrian use is not required, then it would be 

sensible to infill under the current bridge and retain 

a clearance for pedestrian and cycle users of 2.4m. 

However, this may compromise the ability of the 

landowner to cross the path at this point, and a 

detailed survey would be appropriate to determine 

level differences, re-graded slopes and practicality. 

Given that the landowner has horses, it would be 

appropriate to allow access for equestrian use and 

the headroom clearance increased to 

accommodate, a 2.8m is in guidance documents for 

led horses, however mounted equestrian headroom 

clearance of 3.4m is required and is stated in 

guidance document CD143 “Designing for Walking, 

Cycling and Horse Riding” 

and this should also be considered in any final 

design. 

 

 

 

 

 

It may not be possible to achieve this without 

greater encroachment into the adjacent field and 

this should also be factored in. 

Given that the railway alignment is also wet in this 

location any new ramp would also need to consider 

the impact of “damming” on any area already 

susceptible to this. 

An alternative alignment – running the path along 

the hedge line parallel to Grafton Lane – should 

also be considered. Whilst there is a bigger impact 

on land needs this may present a more acceptable 

solution for the landowner. It is currently an area set 

aside from crop growing and would improve the 

access for the landowner. 

If this route is pursued then any crossing of Grafton 

Lane is best located at the apex of the bend, 

roughly where the current field access is. 

Although Grafton Lane is quiet vehicle speeds can 

feel higher and the alternative crossing point is 

considerably beyond the 30mph / unrestricted 

transition. 

Approaching from the North inter-visibility is 

generally OK – the road is straight and fairly level, 

but the crossing point is partially obscured – 

especially on the inside of the bend. 

Approaching from the South inter-visibility is poor, 

and a concern on the inside of the bend. Some 

improvement can be made with regular vegetation 

maintenance, but this cannot be guaranteed. 

 

Available options include. 

• Re-defining Grafton Lane as a “Quiet Lane” 

under current legislation. 

• Installing additional warning signs and road 

markings to raise driver awareness. 

• Closing Grafton Lane to through traffic 

beyond Smith’s Farm, in effect making this 

“access only” 

19 Alternative route 
along field edges. 

20 Linking path 
along field edge to 
provide wider 
connectivity into 
Bidford. 

Map 12 Grafton Lane ramp links 

Fig 49, 50 Watercourse can be significant barriers along a 
rural greenway but are easily enough overcome. A small, 
lightweight structure with simple concrete bankseat will 
cost in the region of £75k 
 
 
 

Fig 51 Stock control gates need to work for the landowner 
with minimal disruption. 
 
 
 

Fig 52 Grafton Lane bridge – vegetation clearance 
needed but carcks may be good homes for bats 
 
 
 

Fig 53 Field path link from the railway to Grafton Lane  
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Of these options, the third one – making access 

only - is likely to be the most controversial and is 

perhaps a last resort.   

The re-defining of Grafton Lane as a “Quiet Lane” 

would still permit vehicle traffic, and there would be 

limited impact for vehicle accessibility.  

This may provide an opportunity to connect wider 

with Bidford through increased use of Grafton Lane.  

It would be beneficial to include an additional linking 

path from Grafton Lane on the SE side, with a short 

ramp down from field level to railway formation.  

If “Quiet Lanes” is successfully applied, then it may 

preclude the need for a second ramp to be 

constructed on the NE side which would provide the 

onward connection for the railway route. 

If the landowner is amenable to the infilling of the 

railway arches, then the field paths to the N would 

not be necessary, but the SE ramp again provides 

the wider connectivity into Bidford. 

 

 

 

 

6.5 Grafton Lane to Health Centre 

The railway formation at Grafton Lane is in shallow 

cutting reverting to embankment. The cutting floor is 

dry and largely accessible and doesn’t present any 

engineering challenges. 

The transition to embankment is smooth and there 

are no missing structures that impact upon 

culverted watercourse. 

Roughly 400m east of Grafton Lane there is a 

missing section embankment, most likely where 

there was once a transition from shallow 

embankment to shallow cutting. This gap currently 

acts as a farm access between fields. It is 

understood that fields either side of the railway at 

this point are under the ownership of Bidford Parish 

Council, and therefore resolution should not be 

problematic. 

A short section of reinforced concrete pad should 

suffice for vehicle movements, which are most 

probably limited to a handful a year. 

Beyond this point the railway formation is largely 

overgrown and difficult to establish, and the 

presence of a shallow cutting, now infilled, should 

not be discounted.  

In railway engineering terms the gradient from 

Grafton Lane to where the railway passes to the 

rear of the health centre would be somewhat steep, 

but there is no record of any “banking engine” ever 

being in operation. 

There are no remains of any structure, abutments, 

wingwalls or cut back embankments, or a level 

crossing ever being documented on Stratford Road, 

which also suggests that the railway ran in a 

shallow cutting for the remainder of this section. 

 

 

 

 

22 Concrete pad to 
allow access 
between fields. 

23 Access 
into Health 
Centre 

24 New path on railway 
formation – proximity to 
existing residential 
properties 

Map 13 Grafton Lane to Health Centre 

21 New path on 
railway alignment 
c800m long. 

Fig 54 Grafton Lane looking South towards Bidford  
 
 
 

Fig 55 -60 From Grafton Lane the railway alignment transitions from shallow cutting to shallow embankment and eventually 
returns roughly to ground level at the medical centra. Although overgrown re-using the formation is viable as a greenway route  
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The connection to the proposed health centre is 

simple enough and will provide a great community 

asset, as well as complimenting the expansion of 

the centre. 

Concerns exist as to how to connect beyond this 

point towards Stratford. The gardens of the existing 

residential properties at Cranhill back onto the 

railway and crossing the B439 will be a significant 

challenge – but neither are impossible to resolve. 

It may be practicable to use the health centre link as 

a break point in phasing of any construction work, 

with the section to Cranhill and the road crossing on 

the B439 being seen as the start of “Phase 2” 

Overall path construction from Grafton Lane through 

to the health centre will need to rely on guidance 

from the ecology. Although largely “self-seeded” 

vegetation old railway corridors can also throw up 

anomalies around limestone habitat (from the 

remnants of railway ballast). 

There are some substantial and mature trees along 

both the edges of existing cutting sides and the side 

slopes of supporting embankments that will most 

probably result in “No Dig” construction methods, 

and embankment sides are also popular 

environments for badgers. 

Where possible a simple path construction 

specification would suffice. A surface scrape of 

50/100mm to remove vegetation, followed by 

geotextile layer, 150mm of type 1 stone and a 

surface layer of 80mm AC20 macadam (AC Asphalt 

Concrete, 20mm stone size). 

Given that the route connects to the health centre, 

anything less than this will be counterproductive. 

The health centre and the outdoor space the 

developing this railway corridor can supply, should 

be accessible to all, but especially parents with 

small children and the elderly – both of whom are 

groups that may frequent the centre on a more 

regular basis and are more likely to be 

inconvenienced by a simple limestone surface. 

The explosion in e-bikes makes the distance 

between Broom and the health centre much more 

accessible than perhaps it may seem on paper. 

 

6.6 Health Centre to Binton Bridge 

The 950m section between the health centre and 

the properties at Cranhill can be treated either as an 

extension to Phase 1 or the start of Phase 2. 

This element should also consider the ability to 

extend the network out from the original “Broom to 

Stratford” to enable connectivity between this and 

Arden’s and Temple Grafton, as well as the 

potential for using the Quiet Lanes legislation to 

connect back to Exhall, Wixford and Alcester. 

There are three approaches to consider for this 

section. 

That the development of the greenway route 

between the health centre and the B439 are 

included within the planning application, ecology 

survey and tender process for developing the whole 

section. 

That the development of the section between the 

health centre and the B439 is considered a 

standalone element for all purposes – acting as a 

“Phase 2” design, plan, construct. 

 

 

The railway alignment between the health centre 

and the B439 crossing is heavily vegetated where it 

backs onto the rear gardens of the existing 

residential properties. 

Exposure of this section will need to be considered 

as “appropriate” and any agreed alignment will also 

need to be considered with regards to how the route 

connects from the B439 onwards. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

23 New crossing on B439 – note 
current 50mph limit would permit 
signals crossing. If equestrian use 
then this needs to be a “Pegasus” 

28 Railway alignment – 
partially ploughed out 

27 Alternative field path behind 
hedge to link preferred crossing 
location to Hillborough Lane 

Alternative crossing point location 
on B439 to provide more direct 
link between railway and 
Hillborough Lane 

25 Approx 300m of new 2.5m wide 
verge path link between railway 
and Wixford Road. Note 50mph 
road speed and carriageway width 
reduced to 6.5m to meet new 
offset guidance. 

Map 14 B439 Road crossing options 

24 New path on railway 
formation – proximity to 
existing residential 
properties 
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Preferred Alignment  

Railway route is continuous and there is excessive 

space within the current highway boundary limits to 

enable the creation of a high-quality crossing point 

at the point where the railway would originally have 

crossed the B439. 

The road crossed over the railway at this point, and 

although no traces of the original structure exist – 

either literally on the ground, or photographically, 

there is evidence of the railway being in a shallow 

cutting on each side. 

Road speed is currently 50mph, and due to the 

sharp angle of the bend to the north is unlikely to be 

exceeded by vehicles heading south but could be 

by vehicles heading north. 

This road speed would still support the 

implementation of signalized crossings; however the 

rural nature of this location would give concern over 

the regularity of a “green phase” for motorists, with 

“driver complacency” being a major consideration. 

The northern entrance into the existing layby would 

need to be re-configured, the railway alignment 

passes close to the connection between layby and 

B439. 

 

Design Requirements 

Reduce road speed to 40mph: 

This reduces the chances of a “high speed” incident 

if a green phase is missed due to driver 

complacency. 

This reduces the offset requirements for any section 

of path running parallel to the B439, either as a 

direct connection between railway path and 

crossing or because of any connecting link paths 

either to Wixford Road or Hillborough Lane. 

Reducing vehicle speeds through this section would 

also aid the implementation of any link path to 

Wixford Road. Under LTN 1/20 guidance the 

required offset for a 50mph road would need to be 

at least 1.50m but at 40mph this could be reduced.  

Reduction in road width: 

The B439 is set up to allow for vehicle speeds that 

are more than 50mph and reducing the road width 

will help to reinforce the change in speed limit. 

A road width (between kerbs) of 6.2m would still 

suffice in this environment, providing 2 3.1m wide 

traffic lanes. The eastern kerb line is identified for 

alteration as this is also the area where works to 

reconfigure the existing lay by would be required. 

The designer must consider the comfort factor for 

pedestrian and cycle users, and a reduced road 

width may help to increase the available width for 

the separation buffer needed to support any new 

paths alongside the road. 

Re-alignment of the approach paths: 

A somewhat meandering approach path will allow 

for the existing level differences between railway 

formation and road level to be removed over easier 

gradients. 

 

Rising path levels will lead to a slower approach for 

cycle traffic and removes the temptation to “shoot 

across” the road. 

Re-aligning the path over a 50m distance on each 

side, rising and meandering the alignment is not 

difficult to achieve on the eastern side, and would 

allow the route to remain closely linked to the old 

railway, however achieving the same may be more 

difficult on the western side due to the extent of 

vegetation. 

Link to Wixford Lane: 

This link should be considered as an essential 

connector, and with a 40mph road speed would be 

deliverable as a path within the highway verge 

under new LTN1/20 requirements. 

 

It should be smooth surfaced and set with a 

minimum of 1.5m offset from the kerb edge. 

Link to Hillborough Lane: 

The crossing point and developed greenway on the 

railway alignment would also benefit from a 

connecting link back towards Hillborough Lane. 

There are residential properties on the lane, and 

several Public Rights of Way cross or link in along 

its length. This additional section of new facility 

therefore increases connectivity. 

It may also be possible to extend any footway on 

the western side of the B439 to include the 

properties on this side, although they would also 

have direct access to the greenway from their rear 

gardens. 

Map 15 B439 Road crossing options CAD drawing 

Fig 61 The Bidford – Stratford Road passed over the 
railway on a since demolished brick arched bridge. 
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From the B439 road crossing the railway alignment 

provides the most direct and easily constructable 

option.  

It is unfortunate therefore that two sizeable sections 

of route are lost to agriculture, and the connection at 

Blackcliffe (Hillborough Farm) now forming part of 

that farming operation. 

Binton station site has also recently been 

completely re-developed as a new luxury housing 

development site. 

Development of the whole of this section of the 

railway alignment may therefore present a more 

difficult, but not insurmountable challenge. 

Where it has been lost to agriculture section 1 is 

roughly 170m in length and section 2 is roughly 

300m long. The fields are arable farmed, and there 

is a clear link across what would have been the 

railway between fields on section 1, which would 

need to be accommodated. 

The area lost beyond the second farmed section is 

roughly 280m long and forms part of the farming 

operations. It is largely un-developed, but any new 

route would need to be designed and constructed to 

maximise the benefits and minimse the disruption to 

the farm owner.  

With rural and farming crime always a major 

concern a route through all, or even part of this 

section may be a challenge. 

The elements within the arable farmed areas can be 

developed as field edge paths, with a simple 1.0m 

wide buffer between path edge and existing hedge 

lines, and a similar if not slightly increased width – 

up to 2.0m between path edge and farmed edge. 

 

 

 

Overall, the path construction would be sufficient in 

a stone and tarmac surface – if the buffers are 

agreed and retained. However, where there is a 

need for farm machinery to simply cross the path 

then concrete pads would need to be provided. 

This would provide a workable solution for both 

missing sections and would also suffice should the 

existing section of railway formation be inaccessible 

because of ecological constraints. 

 

 

The link would be completed by connecting into the 

existing Public Right of Way 283/SD22/1 which 

would need to be upgraded as this is designated as 

a Public Footpath – and would avoid the area lost 

within Hillborough Farm. 

The farmer gains little from this and so may object, 

especially where there is a clear need for his 

farming operations to be impacted upon. 

What may be more beneficial is to construct the link 

between Hillborough Farm and the base of any 

ramp link back onto the B439 to suit his operations. 

This would mean constructing in a wider (4.0m)  

 

 

fibre reinforced concrete and providing a year-round 

connection that would avoid any need to interact 

with the B439. 

The railway structure over the watercourse still 

exists, buried within the vegetation but may still be 

in use, access is limited but it appears to form part 

of the farmers current access arrangements. This 

may further complicate how the railway path is 

accessed without creating complications for the 

landowner. 

 

28 Railway alignment – 
partially ploughed out- 
section 1 roughly 170m in 
length 

30 Railway alignment – partially 
ploughed out- section 2 roughly 
300m in length 

31 Railway alignment – located 
within farming operation roughly 
300m in length. 

29 New fibre reinforced 
concrete trackway to suit 
farming operations as well as 
walking and cycle route. 

(33) Upgrade existing 
Public Footpath 
283/SD22/1 to legally 
permit cycle use. Can this 
PRoW be re-aligned to 
the railway formation? 

32 Link to Binton Bridges along 
foot of escarpment. 

(34) Creation of new 
Public Rights of Way 
between Hilborough Lane 
and River Avon. 

(35) New bridge across 
the River Avon to connect 
into Welford on Avon. 

Map 16 Connections B439 to Welford on Avon 
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Alternative Alignment via Hillborough Lane 

As described in the previous section, if this 

alignment is followed then there would be the need 

for additional works to the B439, and the location of 

any proposed crossing point may need to be 

reconsidered. 

Hillborough Lane itself presents no major concerns. 

It is a single track, rural dead-end lane serving 

several residential properties and acting as field 

access for the surrounding farmland. 

Once Hillborough Lane runs out there is a 

reasonably good connection point onto the only 

known Public Right of Way connecting, footpath 

283/SD22/1 – which runs for roughly 1.7km back 

across farmland and alongside a small watercourse 

– to Hillborough Farm. (blue dotted line) 

Upgrading of this footway, and the use of field 

headlands to create a suitable greenway would not 

be beyond possibility. It will need landowner 

agreement – and this may be the same landowner 

that farms at Hillborough Farm – which would make 

decision making perhaps easier. 

Given that the right of way only connects 

Hillborough Farm with Hillborough Lane and doesn’t 

form part of a direct onward path the landowner 

may be open to switching the current 1.7km path 

onto an alignment that mirrors the railway formation 

over a much shorter distance.  

It is not uncommon to divert footpaths, but such a 

diversion and approach would need to be agreed by 

Warwickshire County Council’s Rights of Way team 

as well as the local rambler’s groups. 

One small new structure would be necessary to 

cross the existing watercourse, but this is not 

regarded as challenging. The watercourse itself is 

not classed as main river. The proximity of the 

existing willow tree may hamper workspace, and 

therefore a slight re-alignment of the public footpath 

may be necessary. The footpath route on the 

western side of the watercourse runs diagonally 

through arable farmland, and a further conversation 

with the landowner, organisations such as the 

Ramblers Association and the County Public Rights 

of Way team over whether it is practical to retain 

this alignment may be appropriate. 

The replacement structure would need to be 

designed to accommodate a variety of different bike 

styles – and a set of design parameters will need to 

be established.  

It should be capable of supporting a pedestrian / 

cycle loading of 5Kn/m², c10m x 3.5m in size and if 

the approach paths are upgraded to bridleway 

status, then parapet heights may need to be 1.80m 

unless mounting blocks are added on each 

approach.  

The structure would need to be adopted by 

Warwickshire County Council’s Public Rights of 

Way team / Countryside Services – and discussion 

with them at design stage would be necessary. 

Any new design would need to ensure that the 

integrity of the stream banks remain intact, and that 

any required offset distance from the EA is 

maintained. 

Current Public Footpath would need to be upgraded 

to a Bridleway for this to be legally cycle able. This 

will need to be agreed with the landowner as 

farming operations may necessitate specific design 

solutions.  

Provision of an adjacent “trotting strip” running 

parallel to, but separate from, the cycle / pedestrian 

element may be necessary. Bridleway Creation 

Orders typically operate on 4m wide corridors, but in  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fig 66 / 67 Timber footbridge on the field path link to 
Hilborough 

Fig 68 View north towards Blackcliffe on alternative 
alignment 

Fig 62 Field Path towards Hillborough 

Fig 63 Existing railway bridge over 
watercourse 

Fig 64 Former railway alignment now pasture land 

Fig 65 Former railway alignment view towards Blackcliffe 
farm 
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order to meet design standards this envelope need 

to be pushed to meet the requirements of all users. 

It may be practicable to reduce the path width to 

2.50m on the basis that it is a rural environment – 

however should this path be delivered in its entirety, 

and other connecting routes are delivered reducing 

width may create extra pressure on the route. 

A design width of 3.0m should be regarded as the 

minimum for walking and cycling. 

There should be a buffer of 1.0m to the face of the 

existing hedge and 0.5-1.0m between cycle / 

equestrian use. Equestrian provision should be 

between 1.5 -2.0m, if a stock proof fence is 

necessary (pastureland) then a verge 1.0m wide 

should be provided. Separation to arable land can 

be through an unfenced strip 1.0m wide – or 

enough to ensure that turning of farm vehicles 

doesn’t impact on the new right of way. 

Overall, this equates to a strip c7 -8m wide as a 

minimum and may extend beyond this given the 

proximity of the watercourse.  

Fam field gates will need to be amended, and this 

may lead to constraints in path widths or extra work 

to remove elements of hedge lines. 

The access from the current farm buildings will need 

to be a concrete pad to allow for vehicle access, 

and consideration should also be given to ensuring 

that the areas around existing gateways are also 

constructed to a similar standard. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The onward link from Hillborough Farm past the 

now developed Binton station site could be 

accommodated in the development itself – but there 

are several challenges to achieve this. 

• The farm owner has filled in the existing 

bridge and re-grading this area to create a 

path link will require an understanding of 

what materials have been used, and what 

(if any) ecological constraints exist. 

• The development is private, with keypad 

operated gated access and a cycle route 

through it may be objected to. 

• The current path route through is 

Permissive only. Residents may have 

signed a management contract that restricts 

change in path status. 

• The development will need the newly 

constructed stone paths to be upgraded to 

meet new design standards. These are 

clearly “developer designed” to suit their 

purpose at planning stage and not to have 

form part of a wider piece of infrastructure. 

• The ability to widen may well be 

compromised, especially at the Binton 

Bridges end, where the path winds a way 

through the trees. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fig 69 Field gates along alternative route to be replaced 

Fig 70 Farm access on alternative route former railway to 
right of hedge 

Fig 71 Newly infilled railway bridge at Blackcliffe 

Fig 72 Link path and filled in railway cutting west end of 
Binton station site 

Fig 73 Gated access road into Binton station site 

Fig 74 Link from Binton station site to B439 

Fig 75 Link from Binton station site to Welford 

Fig 76 Link from Binton site to Welford 
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The alternative alignments are not straightforward. 

A route behind the residential properties and 

alongside the road is extremely challenging and 

likely to be expensive to deliver. 

• The road is 50mph limit and under new 

design guidance an offset from kerb to path 

of 1.50m is necessary. This would be 

impossible to achieve for most of this 

length. 

• The road verge is partially supported on a 

series of gabion boxes and amending these 

risks undermining the road integrity. 

• It is away from the natural desire line and 

would place users in an extremely 

uncomfortable place 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

A route that avoids this development and runs along 

the rear gardens using pasture farmland is more 

achievable, but again is not without challenges. 

• It presumes that the “infilled bridge” area 

can be re-worked to create an access ramp 

that meets Equality Act constraints. 

• That the watercourse at the western end of 

the residential development can be bridged 

without impacting upon either the 

development or the rear garden of the first 

property on “The Holt” 

• That the path can be screened from the 

rear gardens of the new properties through 

increased planting and innovative design – 

a path through a “pergola arrangement” that 

has a sedum roof would essentially hide the 

path from view of the gardens. 

• That the landowner would permit a new 

right of way across their land. Redditch 

angling club have a right of access over the 

first part of the field. 

• This is pasture farmland, and as such any 

path across will need to be fenced with 

stock proof fencing.  

• It is also a floodplain, but the rising gradient 

of the field puts it on the edge of the EA’s 

recorded flood zone.  

• Given the extent of the 1998 and 2005 

flooding on the River Avon the option of a 

sealed surface path through this section 

would provide a year round / flood damage 

resistant route and may be most deliverable 

that meets with Environment Agency and 

Lead Local Flood Agency approvals. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fig 77 Alternative alignment along B439 verge 

Fig 78 Limited space for high quality link 

Fig 79 Proximity to fast moving traffic a major concern 

Fig 80 Level differences also need to be overcome 

Fig 81 Alternative alignment across farmland to rear of 
properties 

Fig 82 New path can follow hedgeline to large extent 

Fig 83 PRoW alignment follows riverbank rather than 
hedgeline 

Fig 84 Vehicle access from Welford would need to be 
retained 



29 Broom to Stratford 
01/02/2022 

Alternative Link into Welford on Avon 

The route via the public footpath provides the 

closest re-work of the original railway formation but 

also avoids connecting with the village except at its 

most northern extremity. 

By re-looking at field headlands, and the current 

informal path network along the eastern riverbank in 

Welford on Avon a third alignment (orange dotted 

line) is viable. 

This requires new Public Rights of Way to be 

established on the western side of the River Avon 

and the existing informal path network on the 

eastern side to be upgraded.  

It then requires the construction of a new bridge 

across the river, but whilst expensive should be 

regarded as a “centre focal point” of the whole 

route. 

It provides greater connectivity into the village and 

enables greater choice for exploring beyond the 

constraining loop of the River Avon. 

Land on both sides is level alluvial floodplain and 

any new structure would need to provide sufficient 

headroom so that it meets the Avon Navigation’s 

clearance requirements as well as not being less 

than the known 1 in 100-year flood levels + 

sufficient freeboard to suit the Environment Agency 

/ LLFA needs. 

It will need planning consent and would be 

maintained by the County Council or the Avon 

Navigation. 

Any onward route from the bridge would access 

Synters Meadow and can connect via Binton Bridge 

back into the railway alignment. Any links into the 

village, and out towards Long Marston, Weston on 

Avon, Milcote and the Stratford Greenway can 

connect using Boat Lane and the village road 

network. 
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6.7 Binton Bridge to Luddington 

There are two sections between Binton station and 

Luddington Lane where the railway alignment is 

largely intact.  

There is a c750m section on shallow embankment 

immediately east of Binton Bridge and a further 

500m of shallow cutting / at grade running parallel 

to Luddington Road. 

These are broken by a 600m section, 250m of 

which has become established woodland and the 

remaining 350m section ploughed out. 

There are several challenges that need to be 

overcome and delivery is not necessarily 

straightforward. 

Replacement railway bridge 

The railway crossed Binton Road between the River 

Avon and the Eves ham Road on a narrow 

structure. OS maps up to 1922 show this as being a 

single-track structure and the one surviving 

photograph indicates that this was a very simple 

structure. Brick/ stone abutments and a very narrow 

pate steel deck with open handrails. 

It should be presumed that demolition occurred in 

part to improve headroom and width for vehicles. 

The earthwork embankment is clearly visible in the 

trees on the eastern side, and discernible but less 

well pronounced on the western side. 

Binton Road is relatively quiet, but the junction with 

the Evesham Road does leave generous kerb radii, 

which encourages higher vehicle speed.  

The railway line crosses approximately 60m from 

the junction bellmouth and therefore reinstating the  

 

existing structure could be considered a viable 

solution given the proximity that any new crossing 

will have to the main road junction. 

Connecting onto the eastern embankment, with 

either a reinstated bridge or a new linking ramp, will 

require removal of the existing trees that now form a 

natural gateway into the village environment and 

therefore the need to retain these should also be 

considered. 

A new lightweight structure, using aluminum / 

glulam or similar materials would create a gateway 

feature, and could be designed to replicate the 

original style, but with clear infilled parapets and a 

more generous height allowance. 

 

 

 The span length originally was not greater than the 

actual road width, but with cutting back of 

embankments and subsequent improvements to the 

road layout any new structure is likely to be c45m in 

length.  

Replacing is an option but the adjacent holiday 

caravans, and access into Welford marina will need 

to be considered – headroom requirements for 

these two premises will no doubt determine what is 

deliverable. 

A new structure would need to be adopted by 

Warwickshire County Council – most probably 

Highways or the District Council.  They have done 

this before with new walking and cycling bridges at  

 

 

Crackley Lane, Kenilworth or with Lock Lane bridge 

in Warwick.  

Crackley Lane bridge is a similar example of 

reinstating a long-demolished railway structure with 

one that accommodates a multiuser greenway, 

where all traces of the existing structure have been 

removed, and where there was the risk of 

overlooking into adjacent properties. 

Design requirements would need to meet the 

5kn/m² loadiings, have a clear width between 

parapets of 4.0m minimum and parapet heights of 

1.4m. (1.80m if equestrian use is considered or 

mounting blocks). 

 

37 Road crossing 
on Binton Road 

40 Culvert 
crossing? 

47 Existing trackbed 
parallel to Luddington 
Road 

39 Railway on existing 
embankment 

36 Former railway 
alignment through 
Binton Station site. 

41 Section ploughed 
out or wooded. 

Map 17 Connections Welford to Luddington 



31 Broom to Stratford 
01/02/2022 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

At Grade Road crossing and re-work of 

railway embankments. 

If the only option is to re-work the existing 

embankment with new ramps and an at grade 

crossing, then there will also be a need to be an 

element of reconfiguring road space so that the 

connecting paths meet the necessary guidance. 

The” railway line” alignment and any potential 

alternative Binton Road crossing would sit outside 

of the current 30mph speed limit – the change 

occurring on the north side of the river bridge – and 

therefore changing the location of where the 30mph 

starts should not be challenging. Extending the 

current TRO to cover the crossing, the pedestrian 

link into the new housing development and the 

access into the adjacent holiday park should be 

sufficient to ensure that this change is made.  

If it cannot be amended, then there will be 

implications for having an uncontrolled 

pedestrian/cycle crossing within a 50mph area, and  

 

also, the connecting path and how it is designed, 

even if the section of road is unlikely to ever see 

such speeds. 

The 50mph speed limit makes the requirement for a 

separation strip essential – at least 1.50m 

horizontally between path and kerb lines, which will 

challenge both road space and how the path sits 

within the existing verges 

To ensure that this is met there would need to be a 

major re-think of how the road operates, there is 

insufficient space, and most probably not enough 

evidence of this being a high-speed road – to 

convince Highways and adjacent landowners of the 

need. 

Extending the current 30mph limit would therefore 

be the more deliverable option, enabling a much 

easier application of the design standards to be 

achieved. 

37a Missing railway 
bridge on Binton Road 

32 Proposed greenway 
alignment close to foot of bank 

38 New path link to be 
LTN1/20 compliant. This 
section of road is outside the 
current 30mph limit. 

37b New “At Grade” crossing if 
railway bridge is not re-instated 
or route through housing 
development is undeliverable 

Map 17 Binton Road crossing options 

40 Railway alignment to be 
converted to new greenway on 
embankment. 

Fig 85 Former railway bridge at Welford long demolished 

Fig 86 On road connection at Welford rail bridge within trees 

Fig 87 View from former railway bridge to B439 junction 

Fig 88 Former railway crossing, viewed from east side 
embankment 

Fig 89 Lightweight bridge Southwark 

Fig 90 Utilitarian steel replacement bridge, Crackley Road, 
Kenilworth Greenway 

39 Regrade part of 
existing 
embankment to 
field level to 
enable connection 
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It is still a tight space to deliver high quality 

infrastructure in. The path width will need to be 

3.0m and given that this route likely to attract young 

and old the retention of any form of verge edge will 

give reassurance and a visual buffer between 

motorised and non-motorised users. 

The positioning of the holiday / caravan park on the 

southern side of the railway precludes this side from 

becoming the main access route back onto the 

railway formation. 

Given the proximity of the caravan park to the 

embankment, overlooking must be considered, and 

a gradual lowering of the embankment on the north 

side may allow for existing trees / vegetation to be 

retained and create a screen / noise barrier. 

Loss of some vegetation / mature trees is to be 

anticipated and the impact of this will need to be 

managed locally, especially the impact on the 

“village orchard” area. 

Presuming that the railway embankment is c5m 

high, and to meet Equality Act requirements of 1:20 

gradients then any reworked ramp will be in the 

region of 100m in length. 

An earthwork embankment will, due to its very 

nature, re-vegetate itself and soften its impact over 

time. The trees within the “orchard area” are 

relatively young and with careful extraction and 

management should be easily lifted and 

translocated for future use. 

The railway embankment runs for approximately 

700m with a height of about 3m above the existing 

fields. 

Construction across this section presents no major 

concerns and would be relatively straightforward to 

achieve. There are though three original structures 

along this section of railway formation 

Perhaps a bigger concern on this section would be 

the presence of badgers. The embankment sides 

are heavily vegetated, so it is difficult to assess 

implications. Setts may be more prevalent on the 

northern facing side as the railway embankment 

may act as a buffer to flooding, however this cannot 

be guaranteed. 

Engineering solutions for any such setts would 

require sign off from Natural England, and it is not 

impossible to close / excavate out and re-locate 

setts – if done in an approved manner. 

Between the eastern end of the embankment 

section and Luddington Road the railway alignment 

passes through an area of woodland, before being 

ploughed out. 

The natural ground rises from west to east, and 

therefore – although inaccessible or lost - there is a 

presumption that the current area of trees exists 

where the railway still operates on an embankment 

– or where there is a transition from embankment to 

shallow cutting – at least until it reaches the 

ploughed-out section. 

Within the trees the railway passes over Ouse 

Brook, a small watercourse which is likely to be 

culverted by the railway. 

The ploughed-out section is roughly 360m and any 

new alignment will pass through the middle of the 

field system, creating a problem for both path users 

and the landowner. 

The field is arable, and the railway alignment would 

split the field disproportionately. The field system is 

already split into two with the creation of an access 

track, connecting onto Luddington Road 

immediately North of Sandfields Barn.  

To connect the proposed greenway alignment to 

this track would limit damage to the surrounding 

fields and could be advantageous to the farmer – if 

the track were designed and constructed to be 

usable by farm machinery.  

A fibre reinforced concrete may suffice, although the 

use of twin layers of A393 mesh within the concrete 

should also be considered. 

Of concern would be the proximity of Sandfields 

Barn and the increased disturbance that path users 

may generate. 

If use of this track is not an option, or it is impossible 

to work through or around the southern side of the 

woodland area, then there is an existing public right 

of way running diagonally across the fields to link 

into Luddington Road to the north of Sandfields 

Barn.  

Connecting the railway alignment to this path, by 

running around the western end of the wooded area 

and upgrading the section of path to permit cycle 

traffic will overcome this. 

This would require roughly 120m of new Rights of 

Way to be created and 140m of existing path and 

an existing footbridge to be upgraded to meet 

design requirements and legal accessibility. 

The connection on Luddington Road would be 

roughly 180m north of Sandfields Barn but at the 

foot of the dip in the road. 
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Luddington Road 

Luddington Road is a narrow road with a 

derestricted speed limit and a 7.5t weight limit. It 

links the B439 at Binton and on the outskirts of 

Stratford and runs through the village of Luddington. 

It is a relatively quiet link already well used by 

cyclists – although these are predominantly “lycra 

clad / confident” and disproportionately male. 

The road is laid out with no centreline but with 

continuous “edge of carriageway” markings. Overall 

road width appears consistent. The road undulates 

along its length, the steepest section being the 

approach into Luddington from the north. 

Despite its proximity to the edge of Stratford the 

road is not used as an apparent rat run, and overall, 

the number of properties served by this road are 

limited – and gathered mainly at the eastern end or 

within the village of Luddington. 

Use of the road for farm traffic is accepted but this is 

not intensive. 

Although usable in its current format the conversion 

of Luddington Road into a “Quiet Lane” using the 

2006 Quiet Lanes and Home Zones (England) 

legislation would be appropriate to pursue, 

especially as there is no formal footway for much of 

its length, and only limited amounts in Luddington 

village. 

Any use north of the village would be limited to a 

short section either starting at Sandfields Barn, or at 

the point whereby the upgraded Public Footpath 

connects. 

At Sandfields Barn visibility between road user and 

path user is good, and would require little additional 

work, but formalizing the entrance point may create 

access concerns for the landowner, and therefore 

any solution would need to be agreed with them. 

If the existing Public Footpath is used then visibility 

between road user and emerging path user is not 

great, mainly down to the thickness of the hedge 

and extent of vegetation, but neither is it 

insurmountable. 

Some hedgerows may need to be removed or 

extensively cut back to create a suitable point of 

connection, and ecologically this may be a concern 

– but again not unsurmountable. 

As a connection onto a rural road, this point would 

require treatment to maximise visibility – either 

through signing or lining, or with the creation of a 

localized pinch in the road width. 

The road itself would work as a Quiet Lane initiative, 

traffic volume certainly feels to be less than 

1,000vpd although detailed traffic counts will be 

necessary 

Further information on Quiet Lanes is in Section 6.9 

and should be read in conjunction with the 

necessary design guidance. It is an approach that 

could help increase biodiversity offset, enable 

habitat mitigation, and change the emphasis from 

“motor” dominant to “motor as a guest”. 

The railway formation does run parallel to a longer 

section of Luddington Road although somewhat 

obscured within the hedgerow and self-seeded 

vegetation. 

Overall, the available width would still allow for a 

high-quality route to be constructed, whilst still 

enabling retention of significant sections of trees / 

scrub. This would form a valuable ecological 

corridor as well as generating a buffer for road 

users. 

 

Quiet Lanes treatment would also allow for flexibility 

through this section, should the railway formation be 

ecologically sensitive and undevelopable. 

The reconnection between the road and railway to 

the south of Sandfields Barn is “At Grade” and 

deliverable without significant impact on the 

adjacent farmland.  

The point of connection currently forms an “informal 

layby” stoned run off area, suitable for a single 

vehicle. Sight lines are generally good for 

intervisibility between road and path user. 

Several mature trees exist along the edges of the 

railway formation, and therefore construction will 

need to ensure that there is limited damage / 

removal. The use of a “no dig” solution, such as 

Cellweb, would be recommended – and may be 

necessary for most of this section (c 450m) 

 

 

At the eastern end, there is a railway bridge 

missing. This is presumed demolished once the line 

was closed, and the road re-aligned somewhat. 

The new path would need to be designed to rise 

and meet the road, crossing “At Grade” beyond the 

apex of the bend. Level differences on the western 

side are c3m, suggesting that a ramp of c60/70m 

will be necessary. 

Ideally constructed in earthworks there are 

proprietary solutions that can allow construction of 

earthworks ramps with almost vertical or 1:2 side 

batters – which will help to alleviate wider ecological 

impacts. 

Vegetation clearance at this point may need to be 

more extensive to ensure that there is sufficient 

intervisibility between road user and path user. 

The area to the west of the road is also the deepest 

part of the cutting and may also be the wettest area. 

41 Railway alignment to be 
converted to new greenway on 
embankment. 

44 Existing PRoW 128/SD18/1 
to be upgraded to east of 
Ouse Brook to provide onward 
connection for greenway 

45 Luddington Road to be 
converted to Quiet Lanes to 
make more appealing to 
pedestrian movement 

46 Connecting link back onto 
railway alignment 

42 Approx 375m of railway 
ploughed out and no longer 
accessible for use. 

43 New ramp to field level to 
allow for diverted greenway. 
New bridge over Ouse Brook 
required. 

Map 18 Luddington Road link 
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This should be factored into any design for 

earthworks ramp, or physical boardwalk structure.  

6.8 Luddington Road missing 

bridge to Stratford  

From the Luddington Road bridge the next 500m of 

railway alignment is left as an area of largely 

unmanaged vegetation. 

Construction of a path through this area should be 

easily deliverable as a standard path construction 

unless there are ecological reasons for requiring 

any alternative. 

The existing hedge lines remain, and the railway 

corridor tapers as it nears the existing bridge over. 

This bridge carries a Public Right of Way across the 

old alignment.  

Connecting paths from the railway to the Right of 

Way would provide greater connectivity and a link 

south towards the village is more deliverable.  

The Right of Way is designated as a footpath, and 

therefore would require upgrading to bridleway to 

permit cycling use. 

The challenge to this is the pinch point that the path 

encounters as it extends into the village, where 

space between boundary fences and building lines 

is constricted. This link therefore is best developed 

as a higher quality pedestrian link. 

There is though benefit in upgrading the existing 

right of way as it heads north from the railway 

bridge back towards the B439. The current 

alignment feeds into the rear of Dodwell Park 

Trading Estate, Caravan Park and provides an 

alternative means of accessing the Ambleside Care 

Home, without needing to rely on the B439 or 

negotiate Bordon Hill. 

Cycle connectivity into Luddington village may 

therefore require an additional link to be created 

some 380m further east of the remaining railway 

bridge. 

This section is in similar condition to that at 

Luddington Road, left as unfarmed land but clearly 

within the field structure. Creating a path through 

this section, to a typical construction detail would 

seem simple enough – but is reliant on ecological 

constraints being minimal and landowner consent 

being granted. 

At the point that a connection back into Luddington 

is established the railway alignment is ploughed out 

over roughly 300m. Re-instatement as an unfenced 

track with 1.0m wide protected verges on each side 

is possible but will split the field to the detriment of 

the farming operation.  

If the route is forced to return to Luddington Road at 

this point, there is little scope for re-establishing an 

off-road route – the length of any deviation being 

such that improving Luddington Road may be a 

more deliverable and acceptable option. A simple 

link using field headlands is 450m in length, - any 

“out and back option would be at least 1100m – 

nearly 4 times the length of he ploughed out 

section. 

If, however, landowners are happy to split the 

existing field in two with an unfenced path then 

continuation of the railway alignment could be 

regarded as viable. 

A lot depends upon the ecology of the next 

remaining section, a largely vegetated and 

overgrown area, 1km in length. 

Historic mapping indicates that there were a small 

number of properties on Luddington Road which 

backed onto the railway formation – and which 

since the line was closed have acquired, or simply 

expanded rear gardens to include the track bed. 

Residential properties from number 10 Luddington 

Road onwards appear to be existing. Properties up 

to number 8 “The Birches” are constructed on the 

line of the old railway formation and therefore this 

option is lost. 

Any new field path through this section would need 

to consider both the impact on the farming operation 

and the “increased accessibility of rear gardens” 

from the path. 

Whilst field paths can be delivered and maintained 

within a 5m wide strip, additional “defensive 

planting” may be necessary to protect rear 

boundaries and property security. An overall width 

of 8-10m may therefore be necessary, and this may 

be too much for the landowner to accept. 

This group of c25 properties will need to be 

engaged in a separate approach. They are mainly 

large properties and may include owners who may 

think they are “aware of legal or planning 

processes”.  

Early and ongoing engagement with these owners 

may provide fruitful but they are also potentially 

property owners who have developed a “strong anti” 

development stance because of the ongoing issues 

with the SWRR. The development of the greenway 

– although separate – may subsequently be seen 

as another reason for objecting. 
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46 Connection point with 
railway to be where existing 
informal layby exists. 
Vegetation clearance to 
maximise visibility 

47 No dig construction along 
this section of railway 
alignment may be necessary 
due to nature of mature trees. 

48 Earthwork ramp, or 
rising boardwalk, to link 
between railway formation 
and Luddington Road 

49 Railway bridge missing at 
this location. New At Grade 
crossing on village side of 
apex of bend. May need to 
increase vegetation 
clearance to improve 
intervisibility to traffic from 
west. 

50 / 52 Railway alignment 
through this section is largely 
left as unmanaged 
vegetation. Corridor width 
roughly 10m, may be 
ecologically sensitive but not 
farmed and therefore may be 
viable for re-use. 

51 Existing Public Footpath crosses over 
railway using existing brick bridge 
structure. Bridge is in good condition and 
path link / ramp link between the two would 
be beneficial. Upgrade existing PRoW to 
link to Dodwell Park / Trading Estate and 
Ambleside Care Home 

53 Railway alignment 
generally ploughed out 
through this section. 
Reinstatement will split fields 
for farmer and staying close 
to railway formation may 
present a challenge. 

57 Railway alignment generally lost to 
rear gardens of residential properties 
through this section. New path would 
need to be within arable farmland 

55 Railway alignment largely 
intact but heavily vegetated 
through this section. 

56 Connecting link into rear 
of Bordon Hill nurseries from 
Luddington Road / greenway 

58 Start / End of Luddington 
Road Quiet Lane 

58 Start / End of Luddington 
Road Quiet Lane 

60 New walking and cycling 
bridge over River Avon and 
connecting path to link 
existing Stratford Greenway 
to Broom route. 

Map 19 Luddington Road wider connections 
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Luddington Road to Wetherby Way 

The path between Luddington Road and Wetherby 

Way, roughly 1km in length, exists as a sealed 

surface connection. It is variable in width and 

surface quality but can easily be enhanced to 

become a key connector out of the urban area. As 

an urban greenway it is functional but lacks any 

“WOW” factor. 

The section between Luddington Road and Aintree 

Road appears older and narrower than the section 

between Aintree Road and Wetherby Way. 

There is scope to widen this c640m section of path 

to meet new design standards using the available 

verges, however there are also a significant number 

of mature trees to contend with – and this will need 

to be factored into any changes. 

Properties on Limes Avenue and Sandown Close 

currently benefit from the trees / scrub undergrowth 

and provide a secure screen to the rear gardens. 

This should be maintained. An improved width, at 

least 2.5m is viable without significant impact, 

should be delivered through this section. 

The railway originally passed over Luddington Road 

and the resulting connection is now via a narrow 

and falling gradient path. 

Reducing the gradient of the path over a longer 

length would be preferable but would involve more 

vegetation removal and a slight re-alignment of the 

current path. Presuming that the level difference is 

roughly 4m – at a 1:20 gradient – the impact would 

extend 80m back from the back of footway.  

This is deliverable and would allow for a more 

welcoming gateway than the current “staggered 

metal “half U rails”. As these can be bypassed by 

pedestrian and cycle users there is little point in 

having them installed.  

 

There are several manholes within the grassed 

verge area along the path, indicating the presence 

of either foul or surface water sewers. Further 

information on these will be required to establish 

line and depth, especially if any re-grade works are 

undertaken, 

The connection into Sandown Close is clear but 

bounded by fence lines and so has limited scope to 

improve width, and the current connection onto the 

main greenway is set back to provide reasonable 

sight lines. Although the width cannot be improved 

protecting the connection point onto the road 

network from parked vehicles will add to the 

increased awareness and accessibility. 

Between the Sandown Close link and Aintree Road 

there is plenty of scope to meander a path and 

create something that is of more interest than the 

current straight and level tarmac path, however the 

existing properties need to be fully on board with 

any changes. 

Widening to 3.0m through this section should be 

regarded as a “bare minimum”. There is scope to 

create a more inviting space through wildflower 

planting or through the creation of “sensory 

planting” to create a section that is both attractive 

and calming. 

 

 

The road crossing at Aintree Road is poor quality. 

The provision is a narrow “speed hump” protected 

by two lines of guard rail, and significant 

improvement would be expected to bring this up to 

a much more user-friendly space.  

Visibility on the approaches to the crossing are not 

perfect, but this is essentially a residential estate 

road, serving c55 properties beyond the crossing 

point. 

Adjustments to the alignment of the greenway 

would help to position the crossing more centrally 

within the railway corridor, rather than have it 

located closer to the residential properties and have 

pedestrian and cycle traffic emerge from behind the 

vegetation. 

Replacement of the current arrangement with a 

parallel pedestrian / cycle zebra on a raised table 

would be a valuable addition to this section of route 

and switch the priority of user from vehicle to 

greenway user. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fig 93 Poor quality access point just beyond Luddington Road 

Fig 94 Overgrown verges can be reduced to improve path 
space 

Fig 95 Wildflower planting or meander path to change aesthetics 

Fig 96 Sandown Close access is limited 

Fig 91 Map extract showing Luddington Road bridge 

Fig 92 Wildflower meadow alongside new off road route, 
Warwick 
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Connectivity from Mildmay Close is non-existent 

and improving this will enable these properties a 

direct access onto the greenway without resorting to 

crossing the area of grass. 

Connectivity at Paddock Lane exists using the road 

network and appears to form the end of the 

adoptable road network. 

South of the point at which the railway crosses 

Paddock Lane is a rough stone track leading to the 

racecourse.  

The section between railway and connection back 

onto Aintree Road, c40m will benefit from having a 

new sealed surface path 3m wide along one edge. 

The path through the section of new housing is 

squeezed between boundary wall for the cemetery 

and the residential properties with no room for 

expansion. 

Several narrow links are allowed for, but these 

suffer with vegetation growth, and at least one has a 

“No Cycling” sign erected – for a 5m connection 

between path and end of cul-de-sac! 

Wetherby Way is traffic calmed with junctions set on 

raised tables and would be suitable for use by cycle 

traffic – this may help to alleviate pressure on the 

shared footway during busy times. 

The connection onto the Stratford Greenway 

(NCN5) via the existing signalized crossing is clear 

although path surfacing and vegetation overgrowth 

need to be addressed. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fig 97 Straight alignment can be improved aesthetically 

Fig 98 Buffer planting to adjacent properties and wildlflwers? 

Fig 99 Meander alignment through this section 

Fig 100 Make crossings high-quality, high-profile spaces 
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Fig 101 Link should be signed and visible 

Fig 102 Maximise space with vegetation management 

Fig 103 New alignment to improve width 

Fig 104 Widening through here is possible but needs a bit 
of thought. 

Fig 105 Highlight crossing approaches  

Fig 106 Give the pedestrian / cycle space priority where 
crossings are quiet 

Fig 107 Understand user needs 

Fig 108 Vegetation management and pointless signing  

Map 20 Luddington Road to Stratford Greemway 
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Wetherby Way / A4390 roundabout and 

link into town centre. 

The current Stratford Greenway (NCN5) and route 

NCN41 are supposed to link at the A4390 

roundabout – but they don’t.  

Adding in the new link to Broom at this point will 

make this junction a key node for the developing 

walking and cycling network. 

There are ongoing conversations around how the 

Stratford Greenway can be enhanced to provide 

greater sustainable connections for the 

development sites at Long Marston and it is 

important that all three cycle routes are included in 

any discussions. 

Infill development has limited the ability to provide a 

high-quality node – there are links between Seven 

Meadows Road and the cul-de-sac roads, but these 

are very much “old school” designs and have no 

scope for improvement. 

Three options exist to connect NCN5 / NCN41 and 

the Broom route in a more coherent fashion, but 

each will involve significant input from County 

Highways. 

1 – Remodel the current roundabout to provide a 

“Dutch style” solution, with linking connections into 

NCN5 / NCN41 with the Broom link being accessed 

via an improved connection into Wetherby Way. 

2- Replacement of the current uncontrolled 

pedestrian crossing island on Seven Meadows 

Road with a new signalized crossing. Creation of 

“with flow” cycle tracks on Seven Meadows Road by 

upgrading the current facility on the western side 

and a new facility on the eastern side and 

continuing up to the Evesham Road roundabout / 

crossing. 

3- Closure and removal of the Sanctus Road bridge 

and replacement of bridge and approach ramps with 

a new at grade signalized crossing point, with cycle 

traffic using Spencer Court / Cherry Orchard to 

access the new crossing.  

Whilst this is an expensive and somewhat huge 

decision the removal of the bridge would stop the 

rat running between Evesham Road and Old Town 

and would allow for the creation of a high-quality 

link from Shottery and the new developments. This 

would enable removal of the current on road facility 

and avoid cycle traffic having to negotiate the 

existing Evesham Road / Evesham Place / Seven 

Meadows roundabout. 
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Remodel existing roundabout 
to Dutch Style with 
connections to NCN5, NCN41, 
Broom Greenway and links 
along Seven Meadows Road. 

Current NCN 41 alignment and 
connection into town centre 

New “with flow” segregated 
cycle tracks along Seven 
Meadows Road 

New “with flow” segregated 
cycle tracks along Seven 
Meadows Road 

Upgrade existing refuge to 
signalised crossing to enable 
connectivity with routes 

Upgrade existing road network 
to create suitable link between 
greenway and new crossing 
point. 

Map 21 Option 1 Dutch style roundabout 
Map 22 Option 2 With flow cycle tracks 
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Remove existing Sanctus 
Road bridge and close off to 
vehicular traffic. 
 
Re grade embankments to 
create high quality area of 
public realm on each side and 
install new signalised crossing. 

Upgrade existing road network 
to create suitable link between 
greenway and new crossing 
point. 

Upgrade existing road network 
to create suitable link between 
town centre and new crossing 
point. 

Divert Evesham Road on road 
facility to Sanctus Road to 
remove need for cycle traffic to 
negotiate existing roundabout. 

Map 23 Option 3 Removal of bridge and 
closure of W-E link to traffic 
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6.9 Use of Quiet Lanes 

Under the Quiet Lanes and Home Zones (England) 

2006 legislation Local Authorities can designate 

roads for which they are responsible as Quiet 

Lanes. These lanes are minor rural roads, typically 

unclassified or C roads. 

Designation of minor rural roads using Quiet Lanes 

is intended to give special attention to the 

requirements of walkers, cyclists, horse riders and 

mobility impaired.  

It is a process designed to allow users to enjoy 

country lanes in greater safety and to encourage car 

users to respect vulnerable road users. 

Quiet Lanes work on routes where: 

• There are less than 1,000 vehicle 

movements per day 

• Where the 85%ile speed is <35mph (where 

less than 85% of all vehicles are travelling 

at less than 35mph) 

• Where there is strong community support 

for the implementation of a Quiet Lane 

Quiet Lanes do not require any special features to 

to be implemented. Guidance recommends that 

speed limits of 20mph are introduced, and a series 

of “low key” interventions to help enhance the “rural 

feel” of the lane can be considered but are not 

essential. 

Signing at the start and end of a Quiet Lane is all 

that is required under the legislation. 

 

 

Interventions to consider: 

• Lowering speed limit to 20mph  

• Removal of white lining – especially any 

centre lines 

• Planting grasses along the centre of wider 

lanes 

• Varying verge maintenance regimes 

• Surface treatments 

• Additional tree planting, either in hedgerows 

or within tree pits located within verge 

edges 

None of the above suggestions are implausible, and 

all should be considered. Removal of road centre 

lines and replacement with edge of carriageway 

markings already exists on Warwickshire’s lanes. 

Several options, varying maintenance regimes, 

planting grassed centre strips and additional tree 

planting, may also be a counterbalance with regards 

to biodiversity / ecological enhancements that are 

going to become a requirement through planning. 

Trees especially needs to be thought about, with 

appropriate root guards to ensure that the road 

structure is not damaged. Species that are attractive 

to pollinators, and the public are best – dwarf fruit 

trees carefully located will not drop excessive 

amounts of leaf litter and provide food for wildlife as 

well as for humans. 

Whilst the legislation has been around for several 

years the take up within local authorities has been 

patchy. However, in recent years, and with the 

publication of “Gear Change” and “LTN 1:20” in 

2020 take up has increased.  

Council’s, both at Shire and Metropolitan Borough 

level, now see this as a way forward. Successful 

schemes have now been implemented more 

recently with Suffolk and Stockport, although these 

rely simply on signing and “village gateways”. 

As part of this project the following areas of road 

network would be considered appropriate for Quiet 

Lanes implementation: 

Grafton Lane – full length between B439 and 

Wixford Road 

Luddington Road – full length between B439 and 

B439 

Implementing this on isolated roads may present a 

concern, especially as successful implementation 

relies better interaction between motorized and non-

motorised road user. 

It may therefore be more beneficial to include other 

roads as part of this initiative and to develop a 

network of Quiet Lanes. 

The lanes around Binton, Ardens Grafton, Temple 

Grafton, Exhall and Wixford would all benefit from 

such an approach, potentially increasing the range 

from which people feel empowered to be able to 

cycle further. This area wide approach would also 

benefit the links around the Evesham to Alcester 

proposal  
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7. Land Registry 
Information 

Land Registry information has been collated by the 

AAGP and is not included in this report 

 

  

Land on 
map  

Title number Registered owner Registered owner address Contact name, email, phone numbers Date contacted and method 
Comments and current disposition (green = supports, amber 
= unsure, red = opposes) 

A WYK… Name Address Name and details  Date – phone/email etc  Comments… 

B WYK… Name Address Name and details Date – phone/email etc Comments… 

C WYK… Name Address Name and details Date – phone/email etc Comments… 

D WYK… Name Address Name and details Date – phone/email etc Comments… 

E WYK… Name Address Name and details Date – phone/email etc Comments… 

F WYK… Name Address Name and details Date – phone/email etc Comments… 

G WYK… Name Address Name and details Date – phone/email etc Comments… 

H WYK… Name Address Name and details Date – phone/email etc Comments… 

I WYK… Name Address Name and details Date – phone/email etc Comments… 

J WYK… Name Address Name and details Date – phone/email etc Comments… 

K WYK… Name Address Name and details Date – phone/email etc Comments… 

L WYK… Name Address Name and details Date – phone/email etc Comments… 

M WYK… Name Address Name and details Date – phone/email etc Comments… 

N WYK… Name Address Name and details Date – phone/email etc Comments… 

O WYK… Name Address Name and details Date – phone/email etc Comments… 

P WYK… Name Address Name and details Date – phone/email etc Comments… 
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8. Ecological 
assessment 

Broom to Health Centre 

8.1 Report Overview 

8.1.1 Scope and limitations of assessment 

A Preliminary Ecological Appraisal in line with 

CIEEM guidelines (2017) has been undertaken for 

this proposal.  This included an ecological walkover 

survey and a data search undertaken February 

2022.  This assessment of the potential ecological 

impacts of the project has been constrained by 

access and the time of year at which it was 

conducted.  Large sections of the route were not 

accessed, and assessment is limited to a desk 

study for these locations.  Recommendations have 

been provided to update this report at an 

appropriate time of year for botanical assessments 

and to include the full works area required. 

8.1.2 Scheme Viability and Risks 

This proposal will impact Local Wildlife Sites (LSW), 

main rivers and is situated within a geological SSSI.  

Early consultation with the Local Authority, 

Environment Agency and Natural England are key 

to determining the viability of this proposal.  

Development adversely affecting a Local Wildlife 

Site will only be permitted where it can be 

demonstrated that the benefits of the development 

clearly outweigh the impacts on the site.  The social 

and economic benefits of the proposal are not 

assessed in this report, but it should be noted that 

path creation may provide a mechanism by which a 

long-term habitat management can be instigated for 

the entire railway formation.  It is currently under 

multiple ownerships and appears mostly 

unmanaged.  If the path is sympathetically designed 

with appropriate mitigation, compensation, 

enhancement and a high-quality habitat 

management plan is implemented in the long-term, 

it would be ecologically beneficial.  If a biodiversity 

net gain scheme could also be implemented in land 

adjacent to the formation it would further strengthen 

this ecological feature and contribute to the habitat 

network enhancement zone in which it is situated. 

The cost of surveys, biodiversity net gain, mitigation 

and long-term management for this proposal will be 

significant.  A provisional estimate of the cost of 

biodiversity net gain is £700,000.  This based on 

simplified habitat categorization and desk study 

data without condition assessments and will require 

updating but is useful for project planning and 

comparison.  This could be reduced by diverting off 

the railway embankment in certain locations to 

avoid priority habitats.  Additional ecological 

assessments may cost in the region of £60,000 and 

in the worst-case scenario, mitigation could cost in 

the region of £280,000. 

8.2 Ecological Baseline 

8.2.1 Designated nature conservation sites 

No statutory nature conservation sites designated 

for ecology are situated within 1km of the proposed 

route, although it should be noted that part of the 

railway formation is a geological SSSI and the route 

is situated within the impact risk zones for two more 

distant SSSI. 

The entire route is situated within non-statutory 

nature conservation sites.  Two sections of railway 

formation are designated as LWS and the 

remainder is within Ecosites (sites of ecological 

significance that do not meet or have not been 

assessed against LWS criteria).  The route also 

crosses the River Arrow LWS, River Avon and 

Tributaries LWS and two potential LWS- a meadow 

near Broom and the Stratford Road verge.  Other 

designated sites are situated adjacent to the railway 

formation.   

8.2.2 Habitats 

No irreplaceable habitats were identified in the 

survey area and are considered unlikely to be 

present in those areas that could not be accessed 

due to its anthropogenic nature.  The railway 

formation included a mosaic of different habitats 

which, overall, has ecological importance at the 

Stratford-Upon-Avon District level.  This is primarily 

due to its role in increasing habitat connectivity in 

the landscape.   

Three sections of the route are listed as priority 

broadleaved woodland in national habitat 

inventories.  These comprise 450m immediately 

east of the River Arrow, 530m east of Grafton Lane 

and 300m of the railway formation east of the 

Health Centre.  Additional woodland was identified 

west of Grafton Road during the field survey.  

Sections of the railway formation are situated within 

National Habitat Network Enhancement Zones.  

Other habitats of principal importance recorded 

along the preferred alignment included hedgerows, 

ponds and rivers. Also of note was a very small 

area of unimproved grassland on a bridge deck at 

the west of the route.  Not all habitats along the 

formation could be accessed and notable habitats 

may be present elsewhere, particularly within 

Cranhill Nature Reserve. 

8.2.3 Species and Statutory Controls 

Badger setts were recorded on the formation.  

Potential habitat was also noted for: great crested 

newts, nesting birds, white clawed crayfish, bats, 

otter, water vole and reptiles.   
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8.2.4 Species and Notable Assemblages 

Species of principal importance that may occur on 

site include toads, hedgehog, harvest mice, polecat 

and a range of invertebrate and plant species.  

Locally notable invertebrates and plants may also 

occur. 

8.3 Anticipated Impacts 

8.3.1 Designated Nature Conservation 

sites 

No impacts are likely on statutory sites designated 

for ecological reasons or sites situated further from 

the route.  Habitat loss will occur through non-

statutory designated sites along the railway 

formation.  Impacts can also be anticipated on sites 

that cross the proposed route, namely the River 

Arrow LWS, River Avon and Tributaries LWS, 

meadow near Broom pLWS and Stratford Road 

Verge pLWS.   

8.3.2 Habitats 

The continuity of natural habitats on the railway 

formation will be preserved as the proposal is a 

narrow linear development on the former track bed 

and rail side habitats will be retained.  There will be 

habitat loss however, which will include broadleaved 

woodland, a pond, the area of unimproved 

grassland and other semi-natural habitats that are 

an important constituent of the mosaic of habitats 

on site.  Without appropriate controls impacts could 

also be anticipated on the rivers where new bridges 

are proposed.  A biodiversity unit calculation 

indicates a provisional loss of 17.40 units 

associated with this proposal, but this figure is 

highly provisional and will be refined for the detailed 

design phase of the proposal.   

8.3.3 Species with Statutory Controls 

Depending on the detailed design, impacts that 

would contravene current legislation (killing, injury 

and/or disturbance to resting places) could be 

anticipated on great crested newts, nesting birds, 

white-clawed crayfish, badgers, bats, otter, water 

vole and reptiles if these species are present.   

8.3.4 Species and Notable Assemblages 

Habitat for toad, hedgehog, harvest mouse and 

polecat could be disturbed by the proposed work. 

As such individuals could be harmed, particularly if 

nesting or hibernating. If present in the works area, 

notable plant populations/assemblages could be 

impacted by the proposal.  It is anticipated that 

habitat for notable invertebrate populations will be 

retained, but this would need confirming based on a 

full assessment of the route as not all areas were 

accessed, at Cranhill Nature Reserve. 

8.4 Recommendations 

8.4.1 Further survey, assessment, and 

consultation to ensure compliance with 

statutory legislation. 

The PEA must be updated to include all works 

areas to assess potential risks to species with 

statutory controls.  Surveys for great crested newts, 

reptiles, otter holts, water vole habitat and badger 

setts will be required.  Where mature trees will be 

removed, works are proposed to structures or 

lighting is proposed bat surveys will be required.  

Consultation with Natural England and the 

Environment Agency will be required for permits for 

work in the SSSI and bridge construction.  Flood 

and scour assessments will be necessary for EA 

consent. 

8.4.2 Further survey, assessment and 

consultation to ensure compliance with 

planning policies. 

Further survey and/or consultation recommended to 

fully characterise impacts, inform the detailed 

design, and enable a biodiversity net gain 

calculation to be undertaken.  

 Update this PEA report to include full 

habitat mapping, botanical assessment, condition 

assessments and to update the assessment of likely 

impacts on invertebrates; 

 An Arboricultural Impact Assessment 

(compliant with BS5837) based on a topographical 

survey will be required to inform final designs for 

this proposed route 

 Consultation will be required with the Local 

Authority regarding impacts on LWS and Ecosites 

and need for an Environmental Impact Assessment 

 Update the biodiversity unit calculation and 

prepare a biodiversity net gain strategy in 

consultation with the Local Authority. 

8.4.3 Additional considerations for detailed 

design 

The detailed design, including the location of 

temporary access points, storage and works 

compound should; 

 Minimise habitat loss, particularly in the 

most ecologically notable habitats.  Consideration 

should be given to locating the path in field edges to 

the north of the railway formation for the entire 

section between Waterloo Road and Grafton Lane.   

 Maintain a 5m buffer between works and 

riverbanks to protect white-clawed crayfish habitat.   

 Avoid fencing and lighting where possible, 

or design for minimal impacts on wildlife if essential.   

 Include biodiversity enhancements such as 

reptile and amphibian hibernacula and design 

ponds and other drainage solutions to maximise 

their benefit wildlife.   

8.4.4 Licences which may be required. 

If present and if impacts cannot be avoided, 

licences may be required for work relating to great 

crested newts, bats, otters, and badgers.  This 

project is not within a district level licensing scheme 

for great crested newts at the time of writing.   

8.4.5 Construction and Environmental 

Management Plan (CEMP) 

A CEMP must be prepared that includes all species 

and habitat protection measures as identified in 

Section 4.5 of this report and in further species 

survey reports.  This will include measures to 

protect nesting birds and notable species.  

8.4.6 Landscape and Ecological 

Management Plan (LEMP) 

A LEMP should be produced to protect and 

enhance habitats and populations along the entire 

formation in the long-term.  This should include 

measures identified in Section 4.5 of this report and 

detailed information on the funding and 

responsibilities for implementation to ensure 

compliance.   
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9. Community 
engagement 

Feasibility reports should not seek to undertake 

community engagement unless specified by the 

Client. 

9.1 Evidence of Support 

The proposed development of the route is being led 

by the Avon and Arrow Greenway Partnership, a 

collective of Parish Council’s from across the 

western part of Warwickshire and East 

Worcestershire. 

The group are supported by the two District 

Council’s Wychavon and Stratford District and the 

two County Council’s, Warwickshire, and 

Worcestershire. Both Wychavon and Stratford DC’s 

part funded the feasibility study for the Alcester / 

Evesham route – and Warwickshire CC have part 

funded the development of this feasibility study. 

Support outside of the immediate core delivery 

group is limited as the group have chosen not to go 

fully public until the impact upon 3rd party 

landowners is fully understood, however the owners 

of Bidford Health Centre have already expressed 

their support and will include the railway link into 

Bidford in their own plans to expand the current 

health centre site. 

The route also appears in Stratford DC’s core plan 

document as “Bidford Greenway” a loosely worded 

sentence but highlighting the desire to create a new 

multiuser greenway link between Bidford and 

Stratford. 

 

9.2 Audit of Engagement Risk 

Development of any new greenway is likely to 

generate support from the people that want to use 

it, but also concerns and perhaps vocal “anti” voices 

– especially from impacted landowners or adjacent 

property owners.   

Groups to engage with include:  

 

 

Private 3rd party landowners, where a new link will 

have an impact upon farming operations. 

Residential property owners where rear gardens 

back onto the old railway line. Two groups are more 

impacted – at Cranhill and at Luddington where 

gardens may even have encroached into railway 

land. 

Traveler site at Waterloo Road, Bidford where the 

proposed route will run adjacent to their boundary. 

   

Warwickshire County Highways and PRoW teams, 

new road crossings are required, especially on the 

B439 at Cranhill, and with several upgrades to 

existing Public Footpaths. 

A different strategy may be needed for each group 

as concerns / fears for one group may not 

necessarily be reflected in another. 

Question  Yes / No   Where  Comments 

Does the route pass close to property or 

are they likely to be overlooked 

Yes  Cranhill, Smiths Farm, traveler’s site 

Waterloo Road 

 Cranhill will need to be dealt with as part of the link across the B439 as agreement 

here will be determined by the location of any facility to cross the road. 

Smith’s Farm are supportive of the idea and will need to be consulted. 

Traveler’s site will need to be consulted as part of the connectivity across Waterloo 

Road. 

Does the route pass through a sensitive 

nature site? 

Yes  Along much of the length  Refer to ecological section for detailed information. PEA essential. Biodiversity 

element of new planning regulations will add considerable cost unless the 

improvement of the railway route can be tailored to mitigate. 

Does the route follow a footpath that we 

might want to upgrade? 

 

Yes Section between Cranhill and Welford  Railway formation is ploughed out in places and built on (farmyard). Route via 

Hillborough Lane can pick up public footpath to enable connection back to Binton 

station site. 

Do we need to convert a current footway 

to a better level of provision? 

Yes Waterloo Road and Cranill  Both dependent on which route alignment is delivered. 

Do we need to convert a public footpath 

to legally permit cycle use? 

No  Section between Cranhill and Welford  

Do we need to use private land? 

 

Possible  Ragley Estate land at Broom, Health 

Centre, and several private l/o 

Ragley Estate are already engaged in the Alcester/Evesham scheme, Health Centre 

are providing funding for this feasibility, some l/o already in the loop with 

conversations to AAGP 

Are we likely to spoil the aesthetics of a 

well-loved beauty spot? 

 

No   

Does the route pass through floodplain? No  Any route deviation around Welford, away from the railway line may encounter 

floodplain and appropriate design strategy may need to be amended. 
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A more detailed engagement strategy may need to 

be developed to improve public awareness and 

community buy in to the project. 

9.3 Audit of Engagement 

Opportunity 

There are likely to be many ways in which the public 

can become engaged is this project. 

The AAGP process works effectively currently and 

limit the likelihood of any significant long-term 

negativity / hostility to the project, however it does 

still mean that knowledge and awareness sits with 

“a few”. 

The development of the AAGP website at least 

gives the project a home and can help to share 

wider connections. 

Public Engagement can be a challenge, and when 

done right can be hugely beneficial in generating a 

ground swell of positive noise about a project. 

The 3rd party landowners are they key to this 

project, without them there is limited scope for 

development of the whole route. 

9.4 Engagement Plan 

Successful engagement will be determined by how 

each set of Stakeholders are approached. Visual 

interpretation of design ideals will be easier 

understood by “nontechnical” minded people. 

No two sets of engagement are going to be the 

same, perhaps dealing with residents may have 

similarity but the groups at Luddington, Cranhill and 

the Traveller site at Bidford are all very different 

communities with their own set of concerns. 

 

Private landowners are also likely to be sceptical – 

especially where it’s farmland, which has an 

economic value to them. Ragley Estate are a 

significant landowner at the western end, and they 

are already looking positively towards developing 

the railway line between Evesham and Alcester. 

 

The AAGP have developed a great deal in how they 

work with key landowners of the Alcester to 

Evesham route, their approach is informative 

without being divisive. 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Question  Yes / No   Where  Comments 

Does the route pass close to a school? 

 

 No  Bidford on Avon  The route does not pass close to Bidford Primary school however the residential 

developments around the northern fringe may unlock the ability for some trips to 

become more viable using the greenway. 

Does the route pass close to 

employment areas? 

 Yes Waterloo Road Industrial Estate Bidford, 

Health Centre 

 Link into Industrial Estate will be difficult given that units back onto railway route, 

but link from Waterloo Road is manageable. 

Is there greenspace alongside the route 

that could be improved with tree planting 

or play equipment? 

 Possible  Creation of linear park would add 

interest.  

Additional tree planting can be scoped into the scheme as appropriate. Removal of 

scrub vegetation and self-seeded will bring biodiversity enhancement as a result. 

Does the route open links that improves 

the current Right of Way network for 

walkers or equestrian users? 

 

 Yes  Along the length of the route Equestrian use along the whole length may be difficult to achieve, The B439 

crossing would need to be signalized (Pegasus), but at least one impacted 

landowner has horses. 

Do we need to convert a current footway 

to a better level of provision? 

Yes Between Hillborough and Binton If the railway corridor cannot be used, then this is the most logical option with 

regards to the use of existing PRoW. A new route following 

Do we need to convert a public footpath 

to legally permit cycle use? 

Yes Between Hillborough and Binton  

Do we need to use private land? 

 

Yes  Ragley Estate land at Broom, Health 

Centre, and several private l/o 

Ragley Estate are already engaged in the Alcester/Evesham scheme, Health Centre 

are providing funding for this feasibility, some l/o already in the loop with 

conversations to AAGP 

Are we likely to spoil the aesthetics of a 

well-loved beauty spot? 

 

 No   
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10. Key stakeholder 
engagement 

The following organisations have been identified as 

Key Stakeholders to develop the route options. The 

list is far from exhaustive and individual businesses 

have not been named except for where there are 

key land or access concerns 

 

 

  

Stakeholder Requirement 

Warwickshire County Council Rights of Way, Highways – early engagement to help support next stage development. Transport Planners 

Stratford on Avon District Council Planning, Tourism, Environment, Climate Change panel 

Various Parish Councils Rights of Way, - early engagement to help support next stage development. 

Avon and Arrow Greenway 

Partnership 

 Route promoters 

District and County Councilor’s Early engagement to help support next stage development. 

Ragley Estate  Landowner at western end 

Environment Agency River crossing at Broom 

Residents in Bidford and Broom  Support for developing the route through to the health centre 

Bidford Health Centre  Route promoters and Health Centre owners 

Residents at Cranhill and Hillborough, 

Welford on Avon 

Local support for developing the route through to Welford 

 Owners of the caravan site at Welford on Avon 

 Landowner / farmer at Sandhills Barn, where a new reservoir is planned 

 Landowner at Broom nursery 

Residents at Luddington   

Residents ion Stratford upon Avon Those along the greenway element will need to be engaged in shaping the upgrade of the current route 

Stratford Racecourse  

Stratford Town Council  

BID Stratford  
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11. Pre-app 
discussion results  

A pre-app discussion should be undertaken with the 

relevant local Authority to understand the issues 

that might come with an application and to inform 

the work likely to be needed at the Detailed Design 

stage. 

Discussion overview 

No pre-app discussion has been had with Stratford 

District Council planners.  

The scheme is being part funded by Warwickshire 

County Council, and the District Council have been 

supportive of the AAGP group with the development 

of the Alcester to Evesham route. 

The group remain in contact with various SDC 

councilors through the AAGP steering group. 

Problems likely to arise 

Planning Consent is going to be necessary for any 

phase of this project. 

The following areas are going to need to be 

considered and documentation produced to cover: 

Flood Risk Assessment – the route will need to 

ensure that it does not create additional flooding 

issues. As it is an old railway corridor and large 

sections are on embankment this should result in 

the route being regarded as “water compatible”. 

This will need to be approved by the Lead Local 

Flood Authority (LLFA) which is Warwickshire 

County Council. 

Construction Management Plan – This will need to 

highlight / document just how the route would be 

built, phasing, construction accesses etc. It will 

need to be a live document for the lifetime of the 

project and can be updated depending on how work 

/ sections are phased. 

Ecology ECEMP and Action Plan – Given that this 

is an ecologically sensitive and complex site this will 

require a complete suite of documents to deal with 

the implications of development, Specific species 

will require set licences. These will need to be 

agreed and signed off by Natural England rather 

than the local planning authority. 

Highway and Highway work – Any works within the 

public highway, such as the road crossings for 

Waterloo Road and the B439 will need to be 

designed to meet WCC Highways requirements. 

Development of Quiet Lanes will require 

consultation with the County Council as well as 

support from the local communities. 

Public Rights of Way – Upgrading existing RoW 

from Public Footpath to Bridleway is most probably 

going to be supported by the British Horse Society 

but may face challenges from other competing 

organisations such as the Ramblers Association. 

Any changes to the RoW network will also need to 

be agreed / approved by WCC Rights of Way 

officers, and therefore once a definitive alignment is 

agreed conversations with all parties, including 

landowners will help to shape delivery that works for 

everyone. The overriding design standard would still 

be LTN 1/20 – this standard from the DfT is what 

funding is secured against. 

Links into Stratford – The ability to connect this 

greenway with the wider access into Stratford Town 

Centre, NCN5 Stratford Greenway and NCN41 will 

ensure that this becomes a successful scheme. 

Interconnecting between these will be reliant on 

County Highways establishing a high quality, LTN 

1/20 compliant series of options. 

These shouldn’t present a problem – the solutions 

required are now not new to the UK road network 

and the County are generally understanding of the 

new guidance, however the changes are quite 

substantial.
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12. Cost estimates 

The costing tables in this section have been 

complied to reflect the delivery of the project as a 

series of mini projects. 

Table x contains the headline figures for each 

section, with the cumulative total to construct the 

whole route indicated on the lower two lines. 

With many timeframes limited to Financial Year 

spend profiles this at least highlights the amount of 

expenditure necessary to deliver the project in more 

able stages. 

In 2022 there are several factors that are creating a 

squeeze on construction costs. The ongoing 

development of HS2 is forcing the local supply of 

Type1 stone, concrete, and steel in ever increasing 

prices, and the 2022 red diesel tax introduced in 

April adds c£1.50 per Tonne to bitumen costs – and 

this + steel is also more exposed to increasing 

energy costs. 

The information contain in this section gives a low 

unit cost and a high unit cost. These are taken from 

Sustrans 2021 Tender costs for the Lias Line 

project (the conversion of the old railway between 

Long Itchington and Leamington) which is now open 

to the public. 

Items such as Biodiversity Net Gain are new and 

now a part of the planning process. The costs 

associated with this are “habitat specific” as well as 

“damage” and “offsetting” and therefore the figures 

included in the following tables are subject to 

fluctuation. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Item Item description  Unit 
Low cost 
per unit  

High cost 
per unit 

Quantity 
Low total 
cost 

High total 
cost 

Notes 

1 
Broom junction to Victoria 
Road bridge, Broom 

l/m £967 £1146 1300m £1,258m £1,491m Includes new bridge over River Arrow and working in ecologically sensitive 
railway cutting. 

2 

Victoria Road, Broom to 
Waterloo Road, Bidford 
including new road 
crossing on Waterloo Road 

l/m £1046 £2299 780m £816,000 £1,793m Low cost represents railway alignment, high cost requires new bridge over Small 
Brook and 100m of works to Waterloo Road to connect back onto railway 
alignment. 

3 
Waterloo Road to Grafton 
Lane including access 
ramps at both ends 

l/m £760 £810 1170m £889,000 £947,000 Standard path construction access ramps to N side of Grafton Lane are there if 
ecology prevents use of railway section and makes l/o equestrian access less 
achievable. 

4 
Grafton Lane to Health 
Centre 

l/m £696 £907 900m £626,650 £816,750 Standard path construction, based on 150mm type 1 stone and 80mm layer of 
AC20 surface. 

5 
Health Centre to Binton 
Bridge via B439 railway 
alignment only 

l/m £770 £1005 3440m £2,651m £3,458m Presumes signalised crossing with appropriate civil engineering works and 
following direct “railway line route” costs will be higher via Hillborough Lane or 
with new bridge into Welford. 

6 
Binton Bridge to 
Luddington Road 

l/m £526 £752 2880m £1.517m £2.168m Presumes railway alignment is deliverable throughout and minor works to three 
structures. 

7 
Luddington Road to 
Stratford Greenway 

l/m £417 £621 4400m £1.836m £2.735m Presumes old railway cannot be delivered for all of this through Luddington. Big 
ticket item such as link from Luddington across River Avon to Stratford greenway 
not included 

         

         

         

 
Broom Junction to 
Health Centre (1-4) 

 £865 £1216 4150m £3.589m £5.048m Includes bridge over River Arrow and signalised crossing on Waterloo Road 

 
Broom junction to 
Luddington Road (1- 6) 

 £740 £1019 10470m £7.757m £10.673m Includes bridge over River Arrow, Waterloo Road crossing and B439 crossing on 
direct railway alignment, 

 
Broom junction to 
Stratford Greenway 

 £645 £901 14,870m £9.59m £13.41m  
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Outline Costs Broom Junction to 

Victoria Road bridge 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Item Item description  Unit 
Low cost 
per unit  

High cost 
per unit 

Quantity 
Low total 
cost 

High total 
cost 

Notes 

1 

New traffic free 

Path between Broom 
junction and River Arrow 

l/m £175 £225 365m £63,875 £82,125 Standard path construction, based on 150mm type 1 stone and 80mm layer of 
AC20 surface. 

2 

Repair works to existing 
farm accommodation 
bridge, deck/parapets, and 
vegetation clearance 

Item £20,000 £50,000 1 £20,000 £50,000 Not structural assessment yet undertaken. Limited works anticipated but deck 
may be ecologically challenging. Needs new parapets. 

3 
New bridge across River 
Arrow 

Item   1 £200,000  Based on 40m span, new abutments and wingwalls and £5000 /m steel 
structure. 

4 
New path from River Arrow 
to Bidford Road 

l/m £300 £500 550m £110,000 £137,500 Path is largely in cutting which could be ecologically sensitive. Low cost allows 
for standard construction and some areas of raised causeway. High costs to suit 
boardwalk / structural solution. 

5 
Repair works to bridge 
midway along railway 
cutting  

Item   1 £20,000  Allow for vegetation clearance and ecology works – this could have bat roost 
potential. 

6 
Repair works to Victoria 
Road bridge 

Item   1 £20,000  Allow for vegetation clearance and ecology works – this could have bat roost 
potential 

7 
Path links from greenway 
to Victoria Road 

l/m £200 £300 350m £70,000 £105,000 Existing paths need widening / repair works and they are adjacent to 
watercourse / ditch which may create ecological concerns.  

 Subtotal    1265m £503,875 £614,625  

 Site Clearance % 15  915m £75,581 £92,193 Not including areas of open ground. 

 Contractor Prelims 
Week £10,000  20 £200,000  Compound set up and management, welfare facilities, security – based on a 20-

week construction programme 

 Ecology Biodiversity  % 20   £100,775 £122,925 To meet new planning requirements under the Environment Act 

 
Ecology surveys and 
mitigation 

% 20   £100,775 £122,925 Dependent on detailed PEA and E-CEMP requirements. 

 Contingency % 10   £50,387 £61,462  

 Contractor Profit % 10   £50,387 £61,462  

 Fees  
% 15   £75,581 £92,193 To include design, planning, Rights of Way change in status, CDM and Contract 

Management, landowner/legal 

 VAT % 20   £100,775 £122,925  

 Outline total      £1,258,136 £1,491,070  
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Outline Costs Victoria Road bridge to 

Waterloo Road including Waterloo Road 

crossing 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Item Item description  Unit 
Low cost 
per unit  

High cost 
per unit 

Quantity 
Low total 
cost 

High total 
cost 

Notes 

8 
New field path following 
edge of railway alignment 

l/m £175 £225 620m £108,500 £139,500 Standard path construction, based on 150mm type 1 stone and 80mm layer of 
AC20 surface. 

9 
New path through third 
party land to follow railway 
alignment 

Item £250 £300 140m £35,000 £42,000 Overgrown and unknown ecological implications, may need to have No Dig 
construction specification to limit damage to tree roots. 

10 
New road crossing on 
Waterloo Road to retain 
the railway alignment 

Item   1 £150,000  Costs will depend on the nature of the crossing required by Warwickshire County 
Highways. Cost includes civils and electrical works to provide new Pegasus 
facility – allowing for greenway to be designated as bridleway. 

(11) 

Additional path length and 
new structure over Small 
Brook if preferred 
alignment is not deliverable 

l/m £175 £225 80m  £118,000 Path construction c £14-18k, new structure c£50,000, concrete abutments / bank 
seat and foundations c£50,000. 

(12) 
Upgrade to path network in 
new residential 
development  

Item   1  £20,000 Limited works as stone base already insitu – link to Mirabelle Close preferred 

(13) 

Upgrade to road network to 
connect crossing point on 
Waterloo Road with 
greenway 

Item   110m  £300,000 Connection on Waterloo Road will need to be LTN 1/20 compliant in order to 
secure funding from WCC Highways. Unknown impact on stats 

 Subtotal 
   1265m £293,500 £727,500 Low figure indicates preferred route, high figure involves access into housing 

estate and works to Waterloo Road 

 Site Clearance % 15  760m £44,025 £75,000 Limited site clearance on longer route % not applied 

 Contractor Prelims 
Week £10,000  20 £200,000 £300,000 Compound set up and management, welfare facilities, security – based on a 20-

week construction programme following preferred route alignment. 30-week 
programme if along Waterloo Road 

 Ecology Biodiversity  % 20   £58,700 £145,500 To meet new planning requirements under the Environment Act 

 
Ecology surveys and 
mitigation 

% 20   £58,700 £145,500 Dependent on detailed PEA and E-CEMP requirements. 

 Contingency % 10   £29,350 £72,750  

 Contractor Profit % 10   £29,350 £72,750  

 Fees  
% 15   £44,025 £109,125 To include design, planning, Rights of Way change in status, CDM and Contract 

Management, landowner/legal 

 VAT % 20   £58,700 £145,500  

 Outline total      £816,350 £1,793,625  
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Outline Costs Waterloo Road crossing 

to Grafton Lane  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Item Item description  Unit 
Low cost 
per unit  

High cost 
per unit 

Quantity 
Low total 
cost 

High total 
cost 

Notes 

15 
New ramp from Waterloo 
Road into adjacent field, c 
50m at 1/20 gradient 

l/m £250 £350 50m £12,500 £17,500 Standard path construction, based on 150mm type 1 stone and 80mm layer of 
AC20 surface. Imported clean inert materials required but may be able to use 
Terramesh if ground conditions permit 

16 
New path through third 
party land to follow railway 
alignment 

l/m £175 £225  700m £122,250 £157,500 Standard path construction, based on 150mm type 1 stone and 80mm layer of 
AC20 surface, may need to allow for stock proof fencing as this is farmland. 

17 
New bridge over Small 
Brook 

Item   1 £100,000  New structure c£50,000, concrete abutments, bankseat and foundations 
c£50,000 

18 
Regraded access to w of 
Grafton Lane bridge to 
permit equestrian access 

Item   1 £20,000  Area is wet and levels unknown. It may be possible to retain railway alignment 
for new greenway route as well. Maybe ecologically constrained. 

19 
New link to Grafton Lane 
from path on north side of 
railway   

l/m £175 £225 260m £45,500 £58,500 Field path to connect out and back if railway alignment is too constrained. 

20 
New link to Grafton Lane 
from path on south side of 
railway 

Item £175 £225 160m £28,000 £36,000 Field path to connect to Grafton Lane and provide link into Bidford 

 Subtotal 
   1170m £328,250 £389,500 Low figure indicates preferred route, high figure involves access into housing 

estate and works to Waterloo Road 

 Site Clearance % 15  760m £49,237 £58,425 Limited site clearance on longer route % not applied 

 Contractor Prelims 
Week £10,000  20 £200,000 £200,000 Compound set up and management, welfare facilities, security – based on a 20-

week construction programme following preferred route alignment.  

 Ecology Biodiversity  % 20   £65,650 £77,900 To meet new planning requirements under the Environment Act 

 
Ecology surveys and 
mitigation 

% 20   £65,650 £77,900 Dependent on detailed PEA and E-CEMP requirements. 

 Contingency % 10   £32,825 £38,950  

 Contractor Profit % 10   £32,825 £38,950  

 Fees  
% 15   £49,237 £58,425 To include design, planning, Rights of Way change in status, CDM and Contract 

Management, landowner/legal 

 VAT % 20   £65,650 £77,900  

 Outline total      £889,324 £947,950  
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Outline Costs Grafton Lane to Health 

Centre 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Item Item description  Unit 
Low cost 
per unit  

High cost 
per unit 

Quantity 
Low total 
cost 

High total 
cost 

Notes 

21 

New path on railway 
formation, partially in 
cutting and partially on 
embankment 

l/m £250 £350 800m £200,000 £280,000 Standard path construction, based on 150mm type 1 stone and 80mm layer of 
AC20 surface. Some areas of no dig may be necessary 

22 
Concrete pad farm 
crossing between fields 

Item £10,000 £15,000 1 £10,000 £15,000 Low cost allows for fibre reinforced concrete, high costs allow for 2 layers A393 
mesh at top and bottom, 80mm thick concrete layer 

23 New link into health centre 
l/m £175 £225 100 £17,500 £22,500 Standard path construction, based on 150mm type 1 stone and 80mm layer of 

AC20 surface. 

 Subtotal    900m £227,500 £317,500  

 Site Clearance % 15  900m £34,050 £47,625 Limited site clearance on longer route % not applied 

 Contractor Prelims 
Week £10,000  15 £150,000 £150,000 Compound set up and management, welfare facilities, security – based on a 15-

week construction programme following preferred route alignment.  

 Ecology Biodiversity  % 20   £45,500 £63,500 To meet new planning requirements under the Environment Act 

 
Ecology surveys and 
mitigation 

% 20   £45,500 £63,500 Dependent on detailed PEA and E-CEMP requirements. 

 Contingency % 10   £22,275 £31,750  

 Contractor Profit % 10   £22,275 £31,750  

 Fees  
% 15   £34,050 £47,625 To include design, planning, Rights of Way change in status, CDM and Contract 

Management, landowner/legal 

 VAT % 20   £45,500 £63,500  

 Outline total      £626,650 £816,750  



56 Broom to Stratford 
01/02/2022 

Outline Costs Health Centre to B439, 

road crossing and link to Binton Bridge 

following railway alignment only 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   

Item Item description  Unit 
Low cost 
per unit  

High cost 
per unit 

Quantity 
Low total 
cost 

High total 
cost 

Notes 

24 

New path on railway 
formation, from Health 
Centre to B439, including 
access ramp to B439 

l/m £250 £350 950m £237,500 £332,500 Standard path construction, based on 150mm type 1 stone and 80mm layer of 
AC20 surface. Some areas of no dig may be necessary. Imported material for 
ramp to B439 

25 
Link path from railway to 
Wixford Road  

Item £300 £500 300m £90,000 £150,000 New link, will need to be set back 1.50m from kerb edge and be LTN 1/20 
compliant 

26 

New signalised crossing to 
B439. Including all civils 
works to reduce road width 
to 6.2m 

Item  £175 £225 1 £350,000 £500,000 Signalised crossing, electrics, major civils works and traffic management 

27 
New path link from 
crossing to Hillborough 
Lane 

l/m £175 £225 150m £26,250 £33,750 Field path behind hedge line to allow for connection from residential properties 
on Hillborough lane and at Cranhill 

28 
New field path online of 
ploughed out railway 

l/m £175 £225 175m £30,625 £39,375 Standard path construction, based on 150mm type 1 stone and 80mm layer of 
AC20 surface. Some areas of no dig may be necessary. Imported material for 
ramp to B439 May need to consider concrete construction with fibre or A393 
mesh reinforcement. 

29 
New field path parallel to 
railway alignment where 
heavily vegetated 

l/m £175 £225 625m £109,375 £140,625 Standard path construction, based on 150mm type 1 stone and 80mm layer of 
AC20 surface. May need to consider concrete construction with fibre or A393 
mesh reinforcement. 

30 
New field path online of 
ploughed out railway – TO 
Hillborough Farm track 

l/m £175 £225 300m £52,500 £67,500 Standard path construction, based on 150mm type 1 stone and 80mm layer of 
AC20 surface May need to consider concrete construction with fibre or A393 
mesh reinforcement. 

31 
Upgraded PRoW to permit 
cycle links around 
Hillborough Farm 

l/m £175 £225 270m £47,250 £60,750  

32 
New field path link to 
Binton Bridge 

l/m £175 £225 670m £117,250 £150,750  

 Subtotal    3440m £1,091,375 £1,475,250  

 Site Clearance % 15  900m £163,706 £221,287 Limited site clearance if field margins can be used 

 Contractor Prelims 
Week £10,000  36 £360,000 £360,000 Compound set up and management, welfare facilities, security – based on a 36-

week construction programme following preferred route alignment.  

 Ecology Biodiversity  % 20   £218,275 £295,050 To meet new planning requirements under the Environment Act 

 
Ecology surveys and 
mitigation 

% 20   £218,275 £295,050 Dependent on detailed PEA and E-CEMP requirements. 

 Contingency % 10   £109,137 £147,525  

 Contractor Profit % 10   £109,137 £147,525  

 Fees  
% 15   £163,706 £221,287 To include design, planning, Rights of Way change in status, CDM and Contract 

Management, landowner/legal 

 VAT % 20   £218,275 £295,050  

 Outline total      £2,651,886 £3,458,024  
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Outline Costs Binton Bridge to 

Luddington Road missing bridge 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Item Item description  Unit 
Low cost 
per unit  

High cost 
per unit 

Quantity 
Low total 
cost 

High total 
cost 

Notes 

37 

New At Grade uncontrolled 
crossing on Binton Road 
including re-position of 
30mph speed limit 

item   1 £15,000 £25,000 Standard path construction, based on 150mm type 1 stone and 80mm layer of 
AC20 surface, includes civils works, Road Safety audit and legal 

38 
Path improvements to 
connect new crossing to 
railway alignment   

Item £200 £350 100m £20,000 £35,000 New link, will need to be set back 1.50m from kerb edge and be LTN 1/20 
compliant 

39 
Earthworks ramp link 
between Binton Road and 
railway embankment c80m 

l/m  £250 £350 80m £20,000 £28,000 Earthworks ramp at 1/20 presumed height difference 4m – 80m length,  

40 
New path along railway 
alignment and repairs to 3 
no structures 

l/m £175 £225 720m £276,000 £312,000 Standard path construction, based on 150mm type 1 stone and 80mm layer of 
AC20 surface, £50k allowance for repairs to each bridge  

41 
New field path on arable 
farmland adjacent to 
railway alignment 

l/m £175 £225 1000m £175,000 £225,000 Standard path construction, based on 150mm type 1 stone and 80mm layer of 
AC20 surface. Some areas of no dig may be necessary. Imported material for 
ramp to B439 May need to consider concrete construction with fibre or A393 
mesh reinforcement. 

42 

New field path across 
arable farmland where 
railway formation is 
ploughed out  

l/m £175 £225 400m £70,000 £90,000 Standard path construction, based on 150mm type 1 stone and 80mm layer of 
AC20 surface. May need to consider concrete construction with fibre or A393 
mesh reinforcement. 

47 
New field path online of 
railway parallel to 
Luddington Road 

l/m £225 £350 500m £112,500 £175,000 Standard path construction, based on 150mm type 1 stone and 80mm layer of 
AC20 surface May need to consider no dig construction. 

48 
New ramp link to 
Luddington Road 

l/m £250 £350 80m £20,000 £28,000 Earthworks ramp at 1/20 presumed height difference 4m – 80m length, 

 Subtotal    2880m £608,500 £918,000  

 Site Clearance % 15  2380m £91,275 £137,700 Limited site clearance if field margins can be used 

 Contractor Prelims 
Week £10,000  24 £240,000 £240,000 Compound set up and management, welfare facilities, security – based on a 24-

week construction programme following preferred route alignment.  

 Ecology Biodiversity  % 20   £121,700 £183,600 To meet new planning requirements under the Environment Act 

 
Ecology surveys and 
mitigation 

% 20   £121,700 £183,600 Dependent on detailed PEA and E-CEMP requirements. 

 Contingency % 10   £60,850 £91,800  

 Contractor Profit % 10   £60,850 £91,800  

 Fees  
% 15   £91,275 £137,700 To include design, planning, Rights of Way change in status, CDM and Contract 

Management, landowner/legal 

 VAT % 20   £121,700 £183,600  

 Outline total      £1,517,850 £2,167,800  
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Outline Costs Luddington Road missing 

bridge to Stratford Greenway 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Item Item description  Unit 
Low cost 
per unit  

High cost 
per unit 

Quantity 
Low total 
cost 

High total 
cost 

Notes 

 
New field path online of old railway 
Luddington Road to existing 
disused bridge 

l/m £225 £350 500m £112,500 £175,000  

 

New field path online of old railway 
from disused bridge to end of 
formation / start of ploughed out 
section 

l/m £225 £350 370m £83,250 £129,500  

 
New field edge path link to 
Luddington Road at E end of village 

l/m £225 £350 450m £101,250 £157,500  

 
Upgrade of existing PRoW from old 
railway bridge to Dodwell Park  

l/m £225 £350 860m £193,500 £301,000  

 
Quiet Lane treatment to Luddington 
Road 

Item £25,000 £50,000 1800m £25,000 £50,000  

 
Link from Luddington Road to River 
Avon 

l/m £225 £350 170m £38,250 £59,500 Indicative – not included in overall figures below 

 
New walking and cycling bridge 
over River Avon 

Item £1.5m £3m 1 £1.5m £3m Indicative – not included in overall figures below 

 
New link from bridge to Stratford 
Greenway  

l/m £225 £350 500m £112,500 £175,000 Indicative – not included in overall figures below 

 Signalised crossing on SWRR  
Item £100,000 £150,000 1 £100,000 £150,000 Presumes start from scratch – facility can be delivered as part of 

SWRR pre works, or partially installed (ducting and future proofing)  

 
Upgrade of path between 
Luddington Road and Aintree Road 

l/m £225 £300 420m £94,500 £126,000  

 
New parallel pedestrian and cycle 
zebra crossing on raised table at 
Aintree Road 

Item £50,000 £100,000 1 £50,000 £100,000 Depending upon extent of civil engineering works necessary. 

 Subtotal    4400m £760,000 £1,189,000  

 Site Clearance % 15  1000m £114,000 £178,350 Limited site clearance if field margins can be used 

 Contractor Prelims 
Week £10,000  24 £240,000 £240,000 Compound set up and management, welfare facilities, security – 

based on a 24week construction programme 

 Ecology Biodiversity  % 20   £152,000 £237,000 To meet new planning requirements under the Environment Act 

 Ecology surveys and mitigation % 20   £152,000 £237,000 Dependent on detailed PEA and E-CEMP requirements. 

 Contingency % 10   £76,000 £118,900  

 Contractor Profit % 10   £76,000 £118,900  

 Fees  
% 15   £114,000 £178,350 To include design, planning, Rights of Way change in status, CDM 

and Contract Management, landowner/legal 

 VAT % 20   £152,000 £237,000  

 Outline total      £1,836,000 £2,734,500  
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13. Business case 
and policy match  

There are many local benefits to the delivery of the 

greenway and the project should be regarded as 

being a piece in a much wider jigsaw. 

Population centre’s along the route are small, 

except for Bidford (3668 people) and Welford (3083 

people) and this arguably works against the project 

being delivered as several phases. 

By their very nature rural or rural/urban greenway 

routes can be quiet for several hours during 

weekdays – but can be a heaving mass of people 

on bikes and walking at weekends. The existing 

Stratford Greenway is proof that there is a demand 

for a high-quality experience, and the development 

of Broom to Stratford should be regarded as a wise 

investment. 

Whilst rural in nature, there is long term potential to 

connect people to jobs – housing costs away from 

Stratford offer better value for money – and the 

greenway would give an alternative commute to 

jumping in the car.  

The explosion in electric bikes makes the 12km 

greenway route very much rideable as a daily 

commute – especially since it negates the 

topography of Bordon Hill. 

The success of the Stratford Greenway also 

includes the successful bike hire business and the 

two café sites at each end. Expanding the local 

greenway route to connect Stratford Greenway with 

a Broom to Stratford one should enable existing 

businesses to thrive / expand and encourage more 

small-scale enterprises to exist and develop. 

 

Broom junction to Bidford Health Centre 

Potentially Phase 1 could be Broom junction to 

Bidford Health Centre, and this could be split further 

into a 1a Broom Junction to Victoria Road, and 1b 

Victoria Road to Health Centre.  

A BCR of 2.0 is possible with a little bit of tweaking. 

The current calculations are based upon the 

midpoint costs for delivering a Phase 1 Broom – 

Bidford Health Centre, and whilst the river crossing 

remains a big-ticket item that will skew the BCR for 

the western end, Waterloo Road crossing could be 

regarded as a lesser item depending upon what 

crossing type is implemented.   

Delivery of all or part of the Alcester to Evesham 

route, but especially Salford Priors to Wixford 

creates a better business case and allows for 

greater exploration – which is more likely to attract 

more casual weekend use, which in turn improves 

the value of the investment. 

 

 

 

Broom junction to Luddington Road 

Delivered as an extended Phase 1 a greenway 

route between Broom junction and the missing 

bridge on Luddington Road starts to generate the 

“complete greenway” – with an overall length of 

c10km. 

The big-ticket item of the River Arrow bridge 

remains, and added to that is the B439 road 

crossing and associated re-alignment works. 

If a light touch OR Dutch style road layout can be 

implemented on Luddington Road for very little cost, 

then it can extend close enough to the urban fringe 

of Stratford itself making it more accessible to more 

people. 

Broom junction to Stratford Greenway 

As a “deliver everything” greenway the cost outlay is 

maximized in one hit and may not necessarily be 

something that County or District Council could 

swallow – and therefore external funding required to 

ease the impact.  

Sources such as DfT funding is currently linked to 

the “Levelling Up” agenda, areas of deprivation and 

access to jobs – Stratford DC therefore falls way 

down the list of priority areas on all three counts. 

The Covid pandemic has hit home locally in a 

different way, with the District suffering one of the 

biggest impacts from lack of tourism – something 

which may take many years to fully overcome. 

Developing something that gives another aspect to 

a weekend away in Stratford, and although costly to 

deliver the benefits, both locally and through home 

grown day trip / tourism market should not be 

under-estimated. 
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14. Construction and 
Maintenance  

Enabling construction of a long linear route can 

present its own challenges, but if the route is also 

ecologically sensitive, or landowners unwilling to 

allow access over and above that needed for path 

development and immediate working space, then it 

can become a complex and complicated process of 

logistic. 

This section therefore looks at where access may 

be gained and where compounds / materials stores 

could be located. 

If it is practicable to create “way in” and “way out” 

especially for delivery of materials and have a one 

way working along the route, then that should also 

be considered – but that might generate additional 

construction traffic on roads that may not be 

suitable. 

Weight and Height Limits 

Broom Bridge has a weight limit of 18 Tonnes and 

leads into a very narrow section of road within the 

village. It should be identified as being unsuitable 

for construction traffic. 

Binton Bridge has a weight limit of 10 Tonnes. It 

should be identified as being unsuitable for use by 

construction traffic. 

Grafton Lane bridge has no weight limit; however, it 

is a humped back bridge on a bend and therefore 

has increased risk of vehicle grounding. It should be 

identified as being unsuitable for use by 

construction traffic. 

 No roads are restricted by height. 

Construction Access 

Village roads in Broom, Welford and Luddington are 

not suitable for construction activity. Roads in 

Dunnington are also restricted but access for 

construction of the bridge over the River Arrow is 

required.  

The open fields on the western side will provide 

suitable landing space / operating space for a new 

bridge to be lifted into place. Construction traffic will 

need to access from the junction with the B4088 in 

Dunnington and use the old railway formation to 

access the bridge location. Timed operation is likely 

as this route passes Dunnington school. 

Roads in Bidford should be restricted to 

construction traffic, but Victoria Road should be 

made available with a construction access / 

compound and materials store located on farmland 

immediately to the east of the existing railway 

bridge. This should be served by vehicles using the 

A46 and B439, with access restricted into Bidford 

village. 

This would allow for development, perhaps as a 

phase 1 for the section between the Alcester / 

Evesham railway line and Waterloo Road. 

Creation of a construction compound on farmland 

adjacent to the health centre may become a viable 

main compound if funding of the project is sufficient 

to allow the work as a single-phase project between 

the railway junction and health centre / B439 

There is sufficient space to create operative 

parking, welfare units, offices, and materials store, 

as well as access and turning for construction 

vehicles. A set up of this nature may still require a 

satellite set up to deal with works to support the 

construction of the bridge across the River Arrow 

and the path network to the west of the river. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Limited access through 
Dunnington village to 
enable access to west 
side of River Arrow 

18T limit on 
bridge. No 
access for 
construction 

Site compound and 
materials store within 
former railway junction 

Main construction 
compound, materials 
store and operative 
parking in field adjacent 
to Victoria Road. 
 
Depending on funding / 
phasing, this location 
could support 
construction of section 
from railway junction to 
Waterloo Road.  

Crane base and 
working area for new 
bridge within field 
adjacent to River Arow 

Construction access to 
A46 and wider road 
network. 

Construction access to 
A46 and wider road 
network. 

Main construction compound, materials store, and operative parking in field 
adjacent to Bidford Health Centre. 
Depending on phasing / funding this location could support construction of all 
of greenway between railway junction and Cranhill but may require satellite 
set up to support bridge construction works. 

No weight limit but risk 
of grounding. No 
access for construction 
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A second site compound and materials store may 

require additional site security, and therefore more 

cost – and this should be considered in any future 

conversation with contractors and at tender stage. 

The relatively remote nature of the river crossing, 

and the location for a suitable compound may make 

this susceptible to theft and vandalism. 

Under CDM the client, who may well be the AAGP, 

are obliged as part of their duties to ensure that 

appropriate welfare facilities are made available – 

and therefore it may not be practicable to operate 

without some form of satellite set up at this location. 

Given the ecological and land ownership challenges 

for the section between the B439 road crossing at 

Binton and Stratford upon Avon no initial thought 

has been given to construction access points. 

These will be determined by the developing 

conversations with landowners about alignments. 
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15. CDM and Design 
Risk  

Construction Design Management (CDM) forms part 

of the Health and Safety on construction sites and 

starts much earlier in the process than people 

realise. 

Under CDM 2015 regulations the AAGP are 

currently acting in the Client role, and as such they 

have obligations to fulfill. 

These are highlighted in CDM documentation under 

Regulation 4 and are listed below for clarity. 

PART 2 Client duties  

(1) A client must make suitable arrangements for 
managing a project, including the allocation of 
sufficient time and other resources.  

(2) Arrangements are suitable if they ensure that—  

(a) the construction work can be carried out, so far 
as is reasonably practicable, without risks to the 
health or safety of any person affected by the 
project; and  

(b) the facilities required by Schedule 2 are provided 
in respect of any person carrying out construction 
work.  

(3) A client must ensure that these arrangements 
are maintained and reviewed throughout the project.  

(4) A client must provide pre-construction 
information as soon as is practicable to every 
designer and contractor appointed, or being 
considered for appointment, to the project.  

(5) A client must ensure that—  

(a) before the construction phase begins, a 
construction phase plan is drawn up by the 
contractor if there is only one contractor, or by the 
principal contractor; and  

(b) the principal designer prepares a health and 
safety file for the project, which— (i) complies with 
the requirements of regulation 12(5);  

(ii) is revised from time to time as appropriate to 
incorporate any relevant new information; and  

(iii) is kept available for inspection by any person 
who may need it to comply with the relevant legal 
requirements.  
 
(6) A client must take reasonable steps to ensure 
that—  
(a) the principal designer complies with any other 
principal designer duties in regulations 11 and 12; 
and  
 

(b) the principal contractor complies with any other 
principal contractor duties in regulations 12 to 14;  

(7) If a client disposes of the client’s interest in the 
structure, the client complies with the duty in 
paragraph (5)(b)(iii) by providing the health and 
safety file to the person who acquires the client’s 
interest in the structure and ensuring that that 
person is aware of the nature and purpose of the 
file.  

(8) Where there is more than one client in relation to 
a project—  

(a) one or more of the clients may agree in writing to 
be treated for the purposes of these Regulations as 
the only client or clients; and  

(b) except for the duties specified in sub-paragraph 
(c) only the client or clients agreed in paragraph (a) 
are subject to the duties owed by a client under 
these Regulations;  

(c) the duties in the following provisions are owed 
by all clients— (i) regulation 8(4); and  
(ii) paragraph (4) and regulation 8(6) to the extent 
that those duties relate to information in the 
possession of the client.  
 

This project is currently set to develop a feasibility 

study, and therefore many of the requirements of 

Regulation 4 may not necessarily apply in full at this 

stage.  

Given the size and complexity of the project detailed 

design and construction may not necessarily sit with 

the AAGP as Client, but with Warwickshire County 

Council.  

 

A Design Risk Register is included over leaf for 

reference at this stage in the project development. 

Many issues will need to be transferred over as the 

project develops, which may or may not sit with 

AAGP as Client. 
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16. RAG Report 

This should reflect Project Risk not Design Risk  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Project title Broom to 
Stratford on Avon 

 
Date RAG report initiated 
01/02/22 

   

 Client: AAGP  
 Date of current edition   

22/03/22 
   

 Project Manager Martin Philpott RAG author Martin Philpott    

Risk ID 
number 

Description  
Tasks to re solution  Assigned to: Date assigned: Current situation (RAG) Potential mitigation Mitigation risk (RAG 

1 
Project funding is 
insufficient to deliver next 
stage in the process 

Funding sources to be investigated by AAGP  AAGP 01/02/22  Exploration of wide range of sources. Project potentially 
delivered in phases with S106 funding, Engagement with SDC 
and WCC at LA level, engagement with National Highways at 
UK level 

 

2 
Inability to access land 
due to landowners not 
permitting access 

AAGP to identify all impacted landowners 
and to work with them to promote the idea of 
developing the route 

AAGP 01/02/22  Ongoing discussions with identified land owners to develop 
common understanding of wider community benefits to 
greenway route 

 

3 
Ecological constraints 
make large sections of the 
route undeliverable 

Ecology desk top study as part of the 
Feasibiity Study will be used to highlight next 
stages in the process. Including planning 
requirements and funding. 

Sustrans 01/02/22  Ecology desk top study included within this feasibility study  

4  

Environment Agency 
refuse permission to 
construct new bridge over 
River Arrow 

Early engagement with EA to ensure support 
for delivery of new structure 

AAGP and 
Sustrans 

01/02/22  Outline design and feasibility study to be shared with the EA   

5 
Planning Permission 
refused by SDC for 
development of greenway 

Early engagement with SDC planners to 
understand requirements as part of planning 
process 

AAGP 01/02/22  Early engagement with SDC planners, through AAGP and 
Parish Councils to ensure support for the project 

 

6 

Upgrade of existing RoW 
to permit cycling is 
objected to by Ramblers 
Association 

Early engagement with RA to ensure that 
they understand the project, aims and 
deliverability 

AAGP 01/02/22  Engagement through involvement if AAGP meetings and as 
part of wider steering group 

 

7 
New or upgraded PRoW 
are objected to by 
landowners 

Early engagement to ensure support for new, 
upgraded or diverted RoW 

AAGP 01/02/22  Engagement with l/o once preferred alignment is identified and 
development of individual strategy to approach and ensure 
supportive of overall aims and objectives. 

 

8 
Route is severed by 
Stratford Western Relief 
Road 

Early engagement with Warwickshire County 
Council to understand designs for SWRR 

Sustrans 01/02/22  Meeting with WCC to be arranged so that common 
understanding can be gained and design impacts assessed. 
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