
Watermead Park and Thurmaston Waterfront Area 
Notes of the stakeholder workshop held on 25th February 2011 
 
Venue: Council Chamber, Loughborough Town Hall 9.30am – 12:20pm 
 
Introduction 
 
This paper provides an account of the stakeholder workshops held at Loughborough Town Hall 
on 25th February 2011. The workshops provided an opportunity for stakeholders to discuss policy 
options for the Watermead Park and Thurmaston Waterfront area developed following an earlier 
workshop event held in December 2010. 
 
Background 
 
Approximately 80 people were invited to attend the workshops and the following papers were 
published in advance of the event: 
 

 A Topic Paper 
 A sustainability Appraisal 
 Partial Equalities Impact Assessment 
 An Equalities Impact Assessment 

 
Approximately 34 people attended the event from a range of backgrounds. An attendance list is 
shown at Appendix 3. Delegates who were unable to attend were invited to submit comments in 
writing before 11th March 2011. 
 
The workshop event was introduced by the Head of Planning Policy. He explained that the 
comments received following the December workshop had been processed and a number of 
policy options to address the issues had been prepared. The purpose of this latest workshop was 
to explore the policy options and to test their credibility. 
 
The workshops themselves were split into 5 themes: 
 

1. General principles 
2. Watermead Country Park 
3. Potential for recreation and tourism outside the Park 
4. Access and connectivity 
5. Development and Regeneration 

 
Delegates were randomised and evenly spread into five groups around tables set out in the Hall. A 
record was taken of the distribution of delegates. The workshop sessions lasted 20 minutes each 
and at the end, facilitators moved on to the next table. Officers from the Development 
Department with specific expertise in theme areas were present on each table to lead discussion. 
An opportunity for questions and answers was given at the start and end of the event. 
 
The project timetable was outlined which expected a draft policy to be finalised by the end of 
March. 
 
Delegates were invited to submit further comments by email if necessary by 11th March and told 
that a summary of the workshop notes and key issues would be circulated by email and be 
available to download from the website: 
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http://www.charnwood.gov.uk/pages/watermead_and_thurmaston_water_front_area
 
The comments made during the event are outlined in Appendix 1 and written responses received 
are summarised in Appendix 2. Appendix 3 provides a list of attendees. 
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Appendix 1 - Watermead Park and Thurmaston Waterfront Stakeholder 
workshop Number 2 - 25th February 2011 
 
NB: The comments below may be from individuals or groups of individuals and should not necessarily be 
taken as being the overall consensus within groups unless specifically stated. 
 
Theme 1: Comments on general principles 
 
 
PP1: Maintain the current approach with a range of simplified policies safeguarding 
floodplain and different functions of open land in the Watermead Park and 
Thurmaston Waterfront Area from inappropriate development.  Within this area 
development is only permissible where in line with safeguarding policies or allocated 
in the local plan ie: the Wanlip Country Club site. 
 
PP2: Apply a simplified policy framework safeguarding floodplain, important open 
land and green infrastructure in the Watermead area from inappropriate 
development. Indicate suitable locations for regeneration and additional development 
within the Watermead Park and Thurmaston Waterfront Area 
 
Discussion before the workshops… 
 
o Whilst something should probably be done it is vital to preserve the tranquillity and natural 

environment of significant importance and vulnerable to change 
o The question of whether we ‘do nothing’ or ‘do something’ is very difficult to answer at the 

beginning of the workshop because we don’t know what the ‘something’ is. 
o Need to keep the park as it is but improve access and regenerate the surrounding area. Must 

not lose the current advantages of the park. Options that do not improve the area should not 
be adopted. 

o The popularity of the park has grown organically. Making it a more popular, tourism facility 
would draw people from further afield bringing pressures that threaten the park 

o The cost of this consultation may not be justified at a time when the County’s Country parks 
Service is facing cuts that could result in harm to the park? 

o Commercial development could be designed to minimise adverse impacts on the park and 
provide resources to manage it. 

o A judgement on this issue should not be made until after the workshops. 
 
Discussion after the workshops… 
 
A show of hands suggested general acceptance that something should be done. However… 
 
o whilst something should be done the park must be kept as a low key facility retaining its 

tranquillity and nature conservation interest 
o In the Topic Paper there is not enough mention of how regeneration and other improvements 

might benefit Birstall with its areas of relatively high deprivation such as the struggling village 
centre. Relatively low cost measures like improved signage from the Park and canal could help 
attract more people to use Birstall’s shops and services. 

o Alternatively better signage should be designed to improve access to the benefit of all 
neighbouring communities.  

o There was concern that we should concentrate on promoting access to the people in the 
immediate vicinity instead of making the area a wider tourist attraction. 
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o A concern was raised as to whether it was the right time to start discussing developing the 
area at a time of wide public spending cuts, how much is all this going to cost? And how will 
the Park be protected when the Ranger Service is expected to be hit by cuts? 

o Improvements could help dispel the notion that Thurmaston is just a “rather dreary suburb of 
Leicester” 
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Theme 2: Watermead Country Park 
 
Park Management (WP1 and WP2) 
 
 
WP1: Continue with current management practices giving priority to nature 
conservation, quiet recreation and education activities 
 
WP2: Adopt a more flexible approach allowing for additional uses and activities eg: a 
camping and caravan site, conference facilities or more intensive leisure able to 
generate wider benefits and more visitors for the Park 
 
 
Group 1 
 
 Encourage increased use of the park to bring more money to the area but must be compatible 

with the protection of the park. 
 No motorcycling. 
 Enhance canal. 
 Mixed views within the group regarding a caravan site: possible benefit to local economy from 

people spending money, but other thought that caravan users do not necessarily bring benefit 
to areas.   

 There were concerns about a caravan site attracting gypsies and travellers, who may establish 
themselves permanently.  Camping was thought likely to attract local youths and noisy activity. 

 The key issue would be whether you could have the caravan site in a location which will not 
result in damage to the Park.  

 
Appeared to be some consensus in the Group around option WP2 although the majority of the 
discussion focussed on specific uses and mainly the prospect of a caravan park. There were 
concerns about the impact this would have on the Park and its potential to attract travellers. 
 
Group 2 
 
 WP2 challenged: the Country Park is hardly under-used at the moment; why would you want 

to increase activities such as caravanning?  
 Local use should be encouraged rather than people from further afield. 
 Is the Country Park big enough to support a large number of visitors?  
 Risk to conservation areas from WP2.  There are bird sanctuaries outside the lakes which 

should not been lost. 
 The use of John Merrick’s Lake and Kind Lear’s Lake has already been intensified sufficiently. 
 A caravan facility may not be self-sufficient / viable unless it is large.   
 There would be conflict between users of caravans/campers and other current users of the 

Park. 
 Caravan site requires management such as cleaning up, etc.  
 The cost of infrastructure would be prohibitive (drainage, electricity, etc.) and the money 

could be better used elsewhere in the Park.  
 
Notes on post-it:  
 
Fully support the existing practice to safeguard the area of nature conservation and quiet 
recreation.  To become too commercial will spoil the area as a conservation area. A balance is 
needed  
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Group 3 
 
 With the cost of petrol going up, people should be encouraged to walk.  
 There is a large catchment area and demand for more local recreation. 
 It should be quiet recreation.  
 Country Park has a lot of appeal as it is. 
 Caravan site would be a good thing but there are worries about impact on Birstall.  
 There should be no travellers: caravan park should only be used for recreational camping.  
 Caravans are visually intrusive and would detract from character of the Country Park unless 

well screened: they are best located in wooded areas. 
 
Notes on post-it 
 
WP2 – see benefits of expanding offer within policy boundary, not all appropriate in Watermead 
Park boundary.  
 
The consensus within this group was that option WP2 was not favoured.  
 
Group 4 
 
 Conference centre would bring a lot of funding but would constitute a very intensive use. 
 A lot of concerns expressed on conference centre about the potential for huge number of cars 

coming in (400+), and about the specific profile of car parking, with cars arriving and leaving at 
the same time. 

 Why would a conference centre be located in a country park?  This could potentially alter the 
area; the Mosaic proposal was for an education facility rather than conferencing.  

 Adopt more flexible approach but level of use would need to be looked at closely and 
narrowed down.  

 Camping / caravanning: No to permanent facilities.   
 Existing temporary use like scouts’ camping is OK.   
 Location should be outside the Park.  
 There could be more flexibility but no intensive use.  
 Use need to be connected to enjoyment of Park.  
 The Park is not a holiday destination.  
 Conference centre can be attractive.  
 Conference centre would be okay in Hope Park.  

 
Overall Option WP1 was broadly preferred since the Park was not intended for intensive uses 
such as conference centres, camping or caravanning, which are likely to generate many more car-
borne visitors. Smaller facilities related to current uses were welcomed, such as a visitor centre. 
The options for the location of a visitor centre should be kept open and not prescribed. 
 
Group 5 
 
 The current management of the Country Park has not prioritised nature conservation.  The 

Country Park is seen as a green corridor and facility to attract large numbers of visitors.  Some 
areas of the Park are managed for nature conservation.  

 Technically, wish for more visitors but many more visitors would defeat the aims of the Park.  
 You can design in recreation and wildlife up to a point; increasing visitors’ pressure inevitably 

leads to a reduction in wildlife.  
 Camping / caravanning: no permanent facilities: existing temporary use is OK. 
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Option WP1 was strongly favoured by the group.  
 
Provision of a Visitor Centre (VC1, VC2 and VC3) 
 
 
VC1: Provide a visitor centre within the existing park area 
 
VC2: Provide a visitor centre outside the Park eg: on the Wanlip Country Club site or 
at Thurmaston 
 
VC3: Provide more limited facility (classroom & store) in the Park plus interpretative 
facilities throughout the Park and in neighbouring communities 
 
 
Group 1 
 
 The Park is a big area which could support a number of options. 
 Any visitor centre should be at the periphery of the Country Park not within, and certainly not 

in the middle of the Country Park. 
 There would be an assumption that any visitor centre within the Country Park would fail. 
 Visitor centres can be a whole lot of different things. 
 There would be an initial capital cost: where would the money come from?  
 Possibility of having franchised premises / cafés. 
 Most people would come to a visitor centre by car; therefore car parking provision would also 

have to be considered at the same time.  
 The park & ride in Birstall is too far away from the Country Park to be of much use; however 

there still should be some connection between the park & ride and the Country Park. 
 The issue of where the visitor centre should be located is too complex an issue to be dealt 

with in 5 minutes.  
 Locating the visitor centre in Thurmaston would bring more activity and life to Thurmaston; 

but where would the car park go? 
 
Notes on post-it:  
 
• Visitor centre in Thurmaston: 

o 30 parking spaces in Mill Lane 
o 20 parking spaces in Old School 
o 4 parking spaces at Memorial Hall 

 
Group 2 
 
 Café would be welcome.  
 One contributor suggested: do not attract all and sundry as this would be detrimental to the 

Park.  
 There are occasional groups camping to the north of King Lear’s Lake but for limited periods 

and only with managed groups – not permanent features. 
 Within the Park – OK to include as policy but the Council is unlikely to be able to run it; a 

private company is more likely to be able to achieve this.   
 Joined up thinking needed with Thurmaston; visitor centre in Thurmaston would attract 

people to the village centre and would encourage people to use Thurmaston.  The location in 
Thurmaston would lessen the risk of vandalism.  
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 Possible location near Mill Lane boatyard. 
 Problem of vandalism if located in the Park.  
 Low key measures would be fine: need for information boards.   
 There is no focal point within the Park at the moment / meeting point for school parties; a 

shelter for wet days more like a Dutch barn could be installed.   
 There are few organised school parties  

 
Group 3 
 
 A visitor centre should serve the entire Park, not only the Charnwood end.  
 Café and toilets required.  
 Interpretation needed in the Park as people often access only one part of the Park.  
 View expressed that small visitor centre at north end would tie in with the existing bird hide.  

But opposite view that this is in the natural part of the park and a visitor centre in this location 
would attract more people and increase disturbance to wildlife.  

 Visitor centre at Thurmaston end and a smaller one at north end: however management costs 
would then be an issue.  

 Need for small cafés rather than a visitor centre. 
 A single visitor centre would be a better asset, but there should be a range of facilities across 

the park such as toilets and disabled toilets.  
 Visitor centre in the Park could compete with Thurmaston in attracting people and take away 

revenue from Thurmaston. 
 
Notes on post-it: 
 
 Visitor centre needs to be connected to the City. 
 Need one visitor centre but need accessible toilets across the Park.  Thinking of improving 

access for disabled, also families / maternity.  
 
Group 4 
 
 Aspiration for a visitor centre in Thurmaston.  Would draw more people into Thurmaston and 

the local shops.  
 Are there enough car parking facilities?   
 Without car park, proposal would unlikely be viable.  
 Visitor centre could be on a small scale, particularly in the current economic climate.  

 
Notes on post-it: 
 
 Visitor centre could include large picture windows to enable frail elderly people to look out on 

[the park].  
 Too early to decide on options VC1/VC2/VC3.  Keep all options in policy.  Decide at detailed 

design stage.   
 
Group 5 
 
 Visitor centre in Thurmaston  
 The attempt to raise funds for a visitor centre for the Country Park has been going on for 

ages.  Unlikely to happen in current economic climate.  
 Human beings should value nature and a visitor centre resource would be welcome. 
 Visitor centre would be best placed on the edge of the Park rather than within because of 

damage to very things visitors come to enjoy.  
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 Visitor centre should also be a community asset.  Should also be self-policed.  
 Could it be a shared facility?  
 Location of visitor centre would depend very much on the scale of the project: a big site 

would need to be outside the Park.  
 More information points in the Country Park are required.  
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Theme 3: Potential for Recreation and Tourism outside Watermead 
Park 
 
Waterways (W1, W2 and W3) 
 
 
W1: Maintain current approach with limited facilities and access along the canal and 
river corridors for boaters 
 
W2: Provide improved facilities (including moorings. toilets, water supply and waste 
disposal) and access along canal and river corridors for boaters 
 
W3: Provide improved facilities (including moorings. toilets, water supply and waste 
disposal) along the canal and river corridors for boaters and connect the canal into 
the Park allowing boats into King Lear Lake  
 
 
Group 1 
 
 One person supported the mooring of boats at King Lear’s Lake: only a small part of the lake 

was being looked at; creating access would be easy as it is almost in place.  
 Others raised concerns about impact on wildlife value of lake. 
 The Raynsway lake east of the canal  would be better suited for use by boats: the 

infrastructure cost would be less in this location.  This location would be commercially 
attractive as the facility would be visible from road network nearby and more prone to attract 
visitors.   A new bridge over the canal would be required but existing footing is OK.  

 Views were raised against the surfacing of paths in ecologically-sensitive areas. 
 Development east of the canal would be less destructive than in the Country Park, but there is 

a need to test any development proposals on ecology.  
 
Notes on post-it:  
 
Quick win: provide boaters water and Elsan disposal at existing toilet block. 
 
Group 2 
 
 Disabled users cannot go on the canal from the Park. 
 But also concerns were raised about the whole length of canal towpath being tarmaced.  
 Facilities opened up to boaters require good management.  
 Need to impose no additional costs to Leicestershire County Council.  
 Risk of misuse of facilities from illicit uses.  

 
Group 3 
 
 Use of King Lear’s Lake by boaters not favoured.  
 More mooring next to Thurmaston village required.  
 Better facilities near Thurmaston would increase use and bring people who would spend 

money in the area.  
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Notes on post-it: 
 
• King Lear’s Lake boat access?  Is this wanted by boaters?  Why as another marina?  Want 

better facilities but no access point to King Lear’s Lake.  
 
Group 4 
 
 Strong “no” on option W3.  
 King Lear’s Lake is very special for quiet recreation and nature conservation.  
 You would need to provide a marina. 
 This would destroy the concept of the area. 
 Better to link canal to Raynsway Lake (north).  
 Principle of more facilities would be appropriate.   This would enable people to stop and spend 

money in the area.  
 Towpath upgrade would be welcome but it is unlikely to happen currently.  
 There are existing marinas nearby.  
 Need for management, e.g. rubbish dumped by boaters.  

 
Option W3 was strongly rejected and option W2 was preferred overall, with the possible 
connection to the canal of the lakes to its east. Connecting the King Lear Lake was seen as 
pointless and potentially harmful to its tranquillity.  
Group 5 
 
 There is an existing marina in Thurmaston, one at Mill Lane; existing mooring at the Hope & 

Anchor (a popular site), at the White Horse in Birstall and to the north of Meadow Lane.  No 
need for W3. 

 W1 – maintain current approach favoured. 
 Increasing activity within the Park will reduce the nature conservation interest.  
 King Lear’s Lake was previously linked to the canal for mineral extraction. 
 W3 not favoured at all by the group.  
 Signage is needed to attract boaters into the adjacent Country Park and local facilities. 

 
Recreational use of lakes located outside the Park (RL1 and RL2)  
 
 
RL1: Use the lakes outside the park for general water based activities (swimming, 
sailing, wind surfing) similar to those in Watermead Park 
 
RL2: Restrict use of lakes outside the park to motorised water based activities not 
suitable within Watermead Park 
 
 
Group 1 
 
 The motorised use of lakes outside the Country Park is not acceptable because of the noise 

levels which would be generated.  
 The existing level of water-skiing at the lake is low so it has not proved to be intrusive yet.  
 Keep any motorised activity on one lake rather than spread it across to the other ones as well. 
 No noisy activities on the Raynsway Lake (North Lake). 

 
Note on post-it: 
• Control noise output of ski-boats. 

 11



 
Group 2 
 
 There is existing water skiing outside Country Park.  
 Existing sailing at John Merrick’s Lake and triathlon at King Lear’s Lake. 
 Outside the Country Park, motorised activities could be encouraged and bring more people to 

area.  
 
Note on post-it: 
 
• Use lakes outside the Park for water-based activities: very difficult to manage nature 

conservation on Lakes inside Park if opened up to boats and general public.  
 
Group 3 
 
 There is some existing recreation use, such as water skiing.  
 Water skiing is very noisy.  
 Motorised activities bring a lot of revenue. 
 Tree screening needed to prevent noise spilling into the Park.  
 There are noise issues with motorised activities.  
 Any noisy activities should be next to the industrial areas (Raynsway Lake) 

 
Notes on post-it: 
 
• Motorised water sports focused in top right lake, water sport centre could be added? Already 

near main road + existing employment.   
 
Group 4 
 
 There is some existing water skiing.  
 Recreation should be both motorised and non-motorised.  
 Area sufficiently large not to have an impact on the Country Park.  
 There is more noise from the road network than from motorised recreation.  

 
Option RL1 was preferred as it focussed any further recreational (including motorised) uses 
towards lakes outside the Park. 
 
Group 5 
 
 Current water-skiing use does not appear to cause any problems at the moment.  
 Motorised activities would generate more jobs.  
 Balance needed between recreation and nature conservation.  
 The use of motorised activities should be restricted to only 1 or 2 dedicated lakes.  
 Importance of tranquillity of the whole area.  
 Raynsway North Lake: there are existing wildfowl and nature conservation interests which 

would disappear if boats were using the lake.  
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Theme 4: Access & Connectivity  
 
Access to Watermead Park (AP1 and AP2) 
 
 
AP1: Maintain existing levels of access and signage to and from Leicester, Birstall, 
Syston, Thurmaston and Wanlip 
 
AP2: Promote and provide integrated and improved access and signage to and from 
the Park from Leicester, neighbouring communities and other nearby villages, the 
Birstall Park & Ride site and further afield.  
 
 
Group 1 
 
o Better access is needed from the Birstall P& R site, Longslade school and Wanlip to the park. 

This is achievable without going through Wanlip village by diverting existing rights of way 
between Birstall and Wanlip to link into the path in the park near the nature reserve. 

o Northbound routes to Cossington/ Rothley are poor 
o Southbound routes are generally OK  
o Need to make the park more accessible to neighbouring communities but must not draw so 

many people as to threaten biodiversity and tranquillity.  
o Regeneration at Thurmaston could help improve local accessibility to the park. Current 

accesses via Parkers/ Old Forge/ Methodist chapel/ Memorial hall are inadequate. 
Redevelopment may create opportunities to improve car parking. Mill Lane needs to be made 
more attractive as a main access point.  

o Some quick wins in Thurmaston would be better signage and one good access. 
o Improved signage is needed but it needs to be good and there should not be a lot of it. 
 
The Group supported AP2 provided it did not attract levels of use that would threaten the Park’s 
biodiversity and tranquillity. The main areas were improvement highlighted were access from 
Thurmaston, towards Rothley/ Cossington and the Birstall park and ride site. 
 
Group 2 
 
o Improve access to the park to attract more people from neighbouring communities (Birstall, 

Thurmaston, Wanlip, Syston) but not necessarily from further afield as this could create too 
much pressure on the biodiversity and tranquillity of the Park 

o Make people living in neighbouring communities more aware of the park. Make maps available 
to residents 

o Provide better low key signage but no brown tourism signs 
o Access from the park into the City needs to be improved 
o Current A frames to stop motorbikes are also stopping disabled buggies, putting off wheelchair 

users and creating difficulties for cyclists and tandems 
o The A frame nr Hope and Anchor pub is difficult to negotiate by wheelchair and the ramp 

creates a risk of someone ending up in the water. 
o Radar gates are poorly designed 
o Need to provide for all non motorised users  with good, durable surfaces 
o Access to north of park from Wanlip Rd is OK 
o Accesses from Birstall are difficult for some users eg radar and kissing gates 
o The new bridge at Thurmaston lock is excellent. Mill Lane is a good route but not very visible. 

Need to discuss with Parish Council as apparently in the past they have not wanted to 
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encourage people to use this route to access the park. Scope for access by Memorial Hall and 
Pinfold Estate but surfaces need to be improved. 

 
The Group supported AP2 with improved access for non motorised users provided it did not 
attract levels of use that would threaten the Park’s biodiversity and tranquillity. Facilities such as A 
frames and radar gates needed to be well designed. Better access routes are needed from 
Thurmaston and into the City. 
 
Group 3 
 
o Important to link the park with the City to provide accessible green space for the wider 

community outside Charnwood, often without the need to use cars 
o It is difficult getting to the park on the western side, especially for cyclists, travelling from 

Rothley other than by using the tortuous routes through the streets of Birstall. There is a 
bridleway as far as the A46 then people are expected to walk/ cycle/ ride alongside the high 
speed main road to reach the Wanlip Rd entrance. Is there scope to develop a new route for 
example going under the A46 bridge over the river Soar or via Wanlip? 

o Need to encourage wider access to the park from as far as Cossington/Rothley/Leicester (but 
no further afield) 

o Access from Wanlip is limited and there is scope to link the new P&R site via the village to the 
park 

o Need better signage but not brown tourism signs 
o Access from Birstall is OK 
o Thurmaston residents seem to be much less aware of the park than people living in Birstall.  
o The park is almost invisible from Thurmaston with the A607 being a barrier restricting access 

for people from the newer part of Thurmaston 
o No need for any more car parking areas 
o Need to utilise the Park & Ride site and good bus routes to attract people to the park with 

less adverse impact from cars eg travelling through or parking in residential areas 
 
The Group supported AP2 and identified deficiencies in local access for walkers/cyclists from 
Birstall park and ride, Rothley. Cossington. Leicester and Thurmaston. They did not wish to see or 
any more car parking or other measures to encourage wider access improvements  
 
Group 4 
 
o Improving areas around the park for example at Hope Park and Thurmaston waterfront could 

help improve its visibility and attract more local people to enjoy it from new developments and 
neighbouring communities. This is achievable by the developer proposals 

o Birstall has a good choice of (four) accesses but Thurmaston needs better access notably in the 
area between the former Norman Road business park and the water ski lake where a circular 
walk could be created. Concerns were expressed this may be difficult to achieve for security 
reasons and the relationship with the nearby A607. 

o If access to the park is needed from the Park & Ride site and the Longslade school site it 
should not be through Wanlip village.  

 
Option AP2 was preferred, since improved access to neighbouring communities has already been 
identified as a priority 
  
Group 5 
 
o Access needs to be improved into the park from Syston across the A607  
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o Car parking should not be improved but need to improve access from neighbouring 
communities 

o Access from Thurmaston needs to be made more attractive (not necessarily any need for 
more accesses) and local residents made more aware of the park. The access routes south of 
the Pinfold industrial estate/near the marina are poor. 

o There were different views about how intensely the park should be used. Some felt it 
appropriate to seek to widen its catchment for example in line with its founding principle to 
encourage people to interact with the environment and provide an alternative to places like 
Bradgate Park. This could lead to perhaps 1m visitors per annum. Others felt that current 
levels of use (c300,000 per annum) were about right and any increase would threaten the 
park’s special character notably its biodiversity and tranquillity. There was perhaps some scope 
to attract more people from neighbouring communities. 

o Better and more attractive signage was needed from Birstall. Attracting more people to come 
to Birstall and visit the park would help support local shops and services. 

 
The Group supported AP2 citing the need for better access from Syston, Thurmaston and better 
signage from Birstall. There was no agreement on whether access should be extended beyong 
nearby communities because of concerns about intensified use harming the Park’s special 
character notably its biodiversity and tranquillity. 
 
Access within Watermead Park (AWP1 and AWP2) 
 
 
AWP1: Rely on current access routes (including those proposed by the connect2 
project) with a mix of footpaths, running routes, cycle routes, bridleways and limited 
access routes for cars and restrictions on access by other motorised modes 
 
AWP2: Create multi-functional access routes through the park for non-motorised 
modes. 
 
 
Group 1 
 
o The central area of the park of high nature conservation value must be safeguarded.  
o Any access improvements should be designed to concentrate visitors in the less sensitive parts 

of the park 
o Lighting would be damaging and urbanise a country park 
o There is scope to create a new walk on the Thurmaston side of the canal linking the Hope and 

Anchor to Thurmaston. This could provide a good walk that could become a destination in 
itself and help take pressure off the park. 

 
Group 2 
 
o Some better signage is needed within the park especially to better integrate north and south 

sections of the park 
o Need to find the appropriate balance between use by walkers, cyclists, wheelchairs, horse 

riders, families with prams/young children 
o Multi use paths should be OK but only if users behave responsibly eg. cyclists do not speed 

and use bells (but these are not always effective) and owners control dogs 
o Need tarmac or equally hard wearing surfaces for wheelchair users 
 
Group 3 
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o Paths within the path are too narrow for multiple use 
o Need to create a hierarchy of routes with a spine of high use, north to south and east to west 

routes surfaced with tarmac or other robust material as principal routes for cyclists/ 
wheelchairs. Other routes off these main routes would be surfaced to standards reflecting the 
desired level of access. 

 
Group 4 
 
o Whilst access should be improved for all users the balance between recreation and 

conservation must not be compromised.  
o Need to add appropriate features that will widen the appeal of the park. The creation of the 

dinosaur sculpture has attracted a lot more children into the park.  
o Whilst there was a view that the park should be closed at night most people felt this was 

unnecessary and difficult to enforce. 
o Need to create a hierarchy of routes. It may be appropriate to have low key lighting along 

sections of routes in less sensitive locations. 
o The addition of a few strategically located new bridges could improve access. Redevelopment 

of the country club site offers one such opportunity. 
o The surfaces of paths need to be reinforced so they are suitable for people pushing 

wheelchairs. There are now good geotechnical materials that bind surfaces and complement 
countryside character.  

 
Option AWP2 together with a hybrid of options AWP1 and AW2 was preferred since improved 
access to neighbouring communities has already been identified as a priority, and whilst current 
routes within the Park are good, they need to be improved by strategic connections such as the 
Connect2 proposals and a clearer route hierarchy down most informal paths. 
 
Group 5 
 
o Most current use of the park is trips passing through and people tend to visit certain areas eg 

King Lear’s lake.  
o A few complete, high standard, green transport corridors should be provided through the park 

area to provide safer routes for commuting, leisure and school trips in and out of Leicester 
and between communities either side of the park. 

o The issue of lighting in the park was very sensitive. Recent proposals to light a safe route to 
school as part of Connect2 from Thurmaston to Birstall alongside the lakes have proved 
controversial.  

o There were concerns lighting would change Watermead into an urban park and harm 
biodiversity. 
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Theme 5: Development and Regeneration  
 
A) Location and type of development 
 
Pinfold/Bridge Business Park and Thurmaston Marina (TP1 and TP2) 
 
 
Pinfold/Bridge Business Park & Thurmaston marina 
 
TP1: Redevelopment of the existing business parks for primarily large scale general 
employment uses next to an improved marina and with improved access for all 
transport modes 
 
TP2: Redevelopment of the existing business parks for a mix of uses primarily housing 
but also with shops, restaurants, leisure uses and good quality, smaller scale 
employment generating uses including offices next to an improved marina and with 
improved access for all transport modes 
 
 
Group 1 
 
o Support for changing the use of the business area will depend on whether there is still an 

existing need for the existing employment uses and whether there is only a need for small 
scale employment in the future which is the only employment use proposed in TP2 

o This would potentially be the best place to put the visitor centre using non car use modes to 
get there (but not if you want to get visitors into Thurmaston). 

o There was a debate about if the developer wants to redevelop the site anyway, now might be 
the best time to attempt to make it more attractive with a mix of uses Easier to organise 
public transport to the area. 

o Mixed uses could make the area more attractive 
o Any policy approach needs to control the number of traffic movements that the site might 

generate. 
o In terms of developing the marina, water resource would need to be taken into account 

(British Waterways). 
o It is a shame that the existing employment uses are not related to the marina in its orientation.  

Could the same uses be re-developed that relate more to the marina? 
o If this area was redeveloped, would it be at the expense of Melton Road, Thurmaston, can 

both areas attract leisure and retail and sustain it? 
 
There was a general consensus towards TP2 in this group dependent on whether there is an 
overall need for the variety of uses suggested. 
 
Group 2 
 
o Would need to restrict the type of housing and employment in terms of their design – would 

want to see low level development and family housing. 
o There was a concern that if this area was developed, Thurmaston would remain the same as it 

is now. 
o This area could be connected to Melton Road, via a footpath along the waterfront. 
o Thurmaston needs to promote its leisure uses more. 
 
The group seemed to express a consensus for TP2 overall. 
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Group 3 
 
o If the waterfront area is going to be developed, there would be a need to redevelop the 

industrial area as well. 
o It was suggested that the employment could be moved elsewhere within the park. 
o It was noted that there was some interest in extending the existing cycle network from the 

marina into Thurmaston. 
o The existing industrial buildings are not obtrusive to the park and they provide employment 

close the Thurmaston community which is where the majority of the workforce comes from.  
Therefore concerns were raised that if this employment was relocated it would be further 
away from the existing work force and would therefore create the increased use of the car 
rather than walking to work.  Also that the types of business currently on this site would not 
go to Hope Park   

o However, leisure uses should be located wherever it can be a commercial success. 
 
There was a general consensus in the group towards TP1 and keeping the local employment which 
is also linked to the regular bus service along Melton Rd.  If this employment is replaced it has be 
still be near to where people live. 
 
Group 4 
 
o Low rise buildings would be supported. 
o There is a potential to more the larger employment uses elsewhere within the park. 
o Greater access is needed to the water front 
o Some questions were raised as to who own the paddock adjacent to the business park and 

whether this could be incorporated into the policy approach or developed.  There was some 
discussion around the aspirations for this area such as residential uses or an extension to the 
industrial estate. 

 
Group 5 
 
o If the site isn’t working or viable, it isn’t the best place for it.  But if it is functioning well, why 

change it? 
o There was some discussion about the ability to restrict the height of new buildings. 
o By moving industrial uses may increase the use of non sustainable modes of transport. 
o If the employment is replaced it would still need to be near to where people live otherwise we 

will be increasing the use of the car. 
o Any unrelated employment could be moved to allow for more linking developments to 

enhance the assets of the park.  This could potentially have a bigger draw for the wider 
community. 

 
Thurmaston Waterfront (TW1 and TW2) 
 
 
TW1: Concentration of small scale employment generating uses including offices 
within existing buildings along the waterfront next to an improved mill lane  boatyard 
with improved and more attractive access via (one or more of) Mill Lane/side of 
Memorial Hall/Osier Walk/Bay Walk (as in the Thurmaston Masterplan) 
 
TW2:  Promote and enhance the Thurmaston village centre by redevelopment of 
parts of the waterfront area for a mix of uses including shops, cafes/restaurants, 
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housing, leisure uses and some small scale employment generating uses next to an 
improved Mill Lane boatyard with improved and more attractive access via (one or 
more of) Mill Lane/Osier Walk/Bay Walk (as in the Thurmaston masterplan). 
 
 
Group 1 
 
This group overran as a consequence of focusing too much on the first option. The overall 
consensus was that TW2 would be best because it would create more of mixed use area. 
 
o It was noted that the Thurmaston/city divide must be appreciated that the Watermead Park 

goes into the City and so what developments occur in Charnwood will have an affect on the 
City area. 

 
Group 2 
 
o As it currently is, the waterfront is hidden from the public to the extent that most people do 

not know that it is there. 
o It was considered that the only shops that would be viable in the area would be leisure and 

niche goods/services as other non leisure shops have not stayed open for long. 
o A wish list would be to demolish the buildings in front of the water front to open up the views 

into Watermead Park – this could become the Thurmaston entrance into the park. 
o There was some concern that if the business park is redeveloped and enhance, it would 

prevent Thurmaston Waterfront from being able to change because investment and footfall 
would go elsewhere.  It is important to ensure that this doesn’t happen. 

o There was some discussion around redeveloping memorial hall. 
o Access onto the waterfront needs to be improved. 
o It was noted by the developer that there is a possibility of lowering land in the meadow west 

of the marina to compensate for the raising and using land next to the waterfront. 
 
Group 3 
 
o This area could be connected along the water front to the marina and business park which 

would encourage visitors to both places. 
o There is no evidence along Melton Road that the waterfront area exists so redevelopment in 

the area which makes more of an emphasis on this can only be a good thing. 
 
Group 4 
 
o It was agreed that Melton Road, Thurmaston is a critical area that needs to be improved.  It 

was argued that to allow change to take place in the area, inward investment was needed 
which could potential come from a new business park 

o The wildlife corridor at the waterfront would need to be protected. 
o A decent pedestrian access would be needed between Thurmaston Centre and the Marina. 
 
Group 5 
 
o This would be the best site for a visitor centre if the intention is to attract visitors in to shop 

in Thurmaston 
o It was suggested that County and British Waterways improve the signage in relation to access 

to the waterfront 
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Also to note 
 
o It was questioned during some to the discussion whether a separate policy layer needed to 

concentrate on land West of the Marina.  There was a lot of discussion around the aspirations 
for this area such as a caravan park, wildlife site etc. 

 
Wanlip Country Club Policies (CC1 and CC2) 
 
 
CC1: Maintain current borough wide local plan approach allowing for specified 
development on this site (including public house, café, restaurant, hotel, club house, 
conference facilities, self catering holiday accommodation, indoor and outdoor sports 
facilities and/or a marina) 
 
CC2: Allow a wider range of uses including eg: industry and offices. 
 
 
Group 1 
 
 There is no problem with development per se but would not want to obscure views from 

Syston/Wanlip Road into the Park across the Country Club lake 
 Do not wish to see other types of development than already granted Planning Permission 

unless it follows the same design and layout principles as the approved scheme 
 CPRE expressed concerns with aspects of the approved design of the Country Club scheme 
 Any development must realise uses that are complementary to the Park for example a visitor 

centre, café, and cycle hire facility 
 
Group 2 
 
 One respondent felt office or industrial development should not be supported on the site. 
 This is a sensitive location that is not suitable for industrial development 
 It was felt that office space can be assimilated on this site better than industrial development. 

Given that the current approved scheme does not appear to be commercially viable at the 
present time, introducing an element of office space, sensitively designed would help to enable 
a commercial development to take place 

 The existing local plan policy provides for a broad range of uses which should enable a 
commercial development to come forward without having to diversify even further 

 Would office development provide sufficient value for S106 contributions? 
 The uses that have planning permission would be very beneficial to local people. 

 
Group 3 
 
 The uses that currently benefit from planning permission read like a shopping list of community 

wants rather than what is actually commercially viable. The market cannot support a hotel 
especially given that there is a new hotel development at Birstall 

 Any other uses on the Country Club site should be considered in terms of the potential noise, 
disturbance to wildlife and the increase in visitor activity over those uses that are already 
benefit from planning permission. Any development must be inconspicuous and this is perhaps 
more important than the particular type of use 

 No development should take place within the lake 
 A hotel or offices would be an acceptable use as they are likely to generate a similar level of 

activity as the approved uses. 
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 Any office development would need to provide a Travel plan setting out how more sustainable 
transport can be achieved for the development.  

 
Group 4 
 
 A mix of uses on the site that includes those already listed with planning permission as well as 

office space would appear ok but industrial uses might offend ambitions to protect tranquillity 
if they involve noisy uses. 

 British Waterways do not own the tow path to the west of the site. 
 There is a history of built development on the site and so the principle for development has 

been long established 
 The current proposals that have planning permission are not commercially viable at the 

moment which is why they have not been developed. 
 Traditional employment uses might be more appropriate along the A607 frontage 
 There is a need to generate income and value in the area if other benefits are to be delivered. 
 There is unlikely to be an access to the site from the A607. 
 The site should help to contribute towards much needed facilities for the benefit of the 

Thurmaston/Birstall and Syston area 
 
Group 5 
 
 Office space will be no more damaging than the scheme which benefits from planning 

permission 
 A balance is possible between  a commercially viable scheme and the desire to protect ecology 

and landscape 
 Any development will increase activity on the edge of the Park. Industrial development that is 

noisy or involve open storage should be avoided 
 Design and layout of any development will be important given the landscape setting 
 Access is important as is the need to secure sustainable transport solutions. You must ensure 

that any development will be accessed by other modes than the car. Diverting the bus route 
from Glebe Road would be possible but it must be commercially viable for operators to do 
this. 

 Is there any possibility of a pedestrian bridge over the A607 to connect the possible 
development sites to Syston and Thurmaston? 

 Purpose of Connect2 is to genuinely provide a green transport corridor. This is a key driver 
and needs to be recognised in policy. There are other methods to promote routes using 
developer contributions (marketing for example). This corridor is a key spine route into the 
city and provides sustainable access to it from Birstall/Syston and Thurmaston. 

 
Land south of the A46 Hobby Horse Junction (Hope Park) (HP1 and HP2) 
 
 
HP1: Retain the whole area as part of the overall green infrastructure network. 
 
HP2: Develop this area for employment uses with landscaping. 
 
 
Group 1 
 
 Development along the road frontage of this site might be acceptable. Development in the 

areas most vulnerable to flooding should be avoided (ie in the area around the Pub) 
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 Concerns were raised about how any development might affect flooding extents elsewhere in 
the floodplain as a result of water run-off or providing a physical barrier to flood water. 

 The Environment Agency would expect any development to make use of Sustainable Urban 
Drainage Systems (SUDs) and swales to manage surface water 

 It was felt that a balance between development and the desire to protect green infrastructure 
could be reached. 

 
Group 2 
 
 This is a very ugly site. Office development would not be a problem. There should be no retail 

development 
 There was a proposal to develop the site giving over a third of the land to sports or 

recreational facilities. However, an alternative might be to develop the site and provide sports 
and recreational provision on land to the north of the A47 

 The site can be developed if sensitively designed and landscaped 
 
Group 3 
 
 The Hope Park site might make a good caravan and camping site (albeit rather noisy) 
 The site should not be developed as it provides an important open aspect into the Park and 

the city beyond. 
 The site should be seen as a gateway to the Park and not to the City. Any development should 

bear this in mind and so low rise buildings that do not offend views would be best. 
 Any buildings should be more in keeping with the countryside location and use materials that 

provide a softer appearance than the stark industrialised development on the other side of the 
A607 (such as the Bentley garage) 

 
Group 4 
 
 Improvements to Green Infrastructure through the improvement of access routes and 

environmental measures will attract cycling and walking 
 Diverting Bus route 7c down Wanlip Road to the roundabout would serve the Hope Park (and 

Country Club site) if there was sufficient customers or developer contributions to make this 
viable. 

 There is concern with the condition of some of the paths in British Waterways’ ownership - 
Cossington Lock to Mountsorrel is particularly poor. 

 If the site is developed it should involve low impact development only 
 
Group 5 
 
 There should not be a ‘statement’ building on this site. It should be developed to reflect the 

form and layout of buildings with permission on the Wanlip Country Club site 
 An acceptable balance would be achieved if the Country Club site was developed for quieter 

uses and in a form that respects landscape setting then Hope Park could be more intensively 
developed. 

 Hope Park will be a gateway site to Thurmaston 
 Any development should have a soft edge to the canal side and to the frontage on Wanlip 

Road. Any scheme should be of high quality design and be energy efficient. 
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B) Planning criteria for new development areas 
 
General points 
 
• Lots of advantages of the park in its current form - people value the tranquillity and the 

wildlife. There is a danger of overdevelopment. The use of the park expanding when authority 
resources are being reduced. 

• Create Entry to Leicester or Entry to Park 
• Overall the feeling is that people were not particularly worried about development being built 

up at the road frontage, but they do want to see quality buildings and landscapes as viewed 
from the park. 

 
Hope Park and Wanlip Country Club: Site Specific Design Principles (DP1 or DP2) 
 
 
DP1: Emphasis on creating new entry into Leicester: bold development forms with 
some tall buildings dominating frontages onto main road corridors1. Parking areas 
behind buildings forming part of the transition to park. Limited awareness of the Park 
from adjacent communities and along road corridors.  
 
DP2: Emphasis on creating new entry to Watermead Park: a softer approach with 
clusters of new buildings and parking in well landscaped setting complementing the 
park. More open frontages retained onto roads and the park/waterfront giving 
greater awareness of Watermead Park, from adjacent communities and along road 
corridors. 
 
 
Group 1 
 
 Park needs to be seen - retain existing views 
 Visibility over the lake to be safeguarded 
 No problem with major buildings at the roundabout 
 We have to be pragmatic - ie need to develop, hard edge at the roundabout is OK. Building 

needs to be of gateway standard (like the Bentley building and no higher). 
 Too far way from Leicester to be a gateway 
 Split some development on the Hope and Anchor site. As it is practically invisible from the 

Hobby Horse roundabout and isolated from the park it should be OK to have major office 
development. 

 Hide the buildings like at the Barton Turn. 
 This is all in the floodplain so don’t have vulnerable uses in areas of greatest risk. ie no 

camping.  
 Put visitor centre on the Raynsway land. 

 
Group 2 
 
 Lots of concern about the football club. Developer contribution could enable sports ground 

and pavilion for Syston. Facilities could be either side of the A46. There is access from 
Meadow Lane. 

                                                 
1 As with existing development along the A46 past Pontylue Farm 
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 Opportunity for a landmark building of offices by the roadside A46/A607 but incorporate 
promotion of the park as well (perhaps by the name of the building) - land is too expensive not 
to allow this. Solve the floodplain position. 

 This is not the entrance to Leicester, it’s the entrance to Syston Town 
 No advantage in keeping views from the roundabout but retain view over the lake 
 Danger of compromising future generations. Allowing poor quality development now which 

then gets repeated later. For the long term future avoid unwanted development.  
 Break up the edge - let sporadic views in of buildings and greenery 
 Views within the park to a “pretty” building at the perimeter are better than trying to screen a 

poor one or blank walls, better also for people inside the building looking out over the park, 
and better for security at the “rear”. Want to increase enjoyment from the park. Don’t want 
to repeat the Thurmaston industrial sheds. 

 Syston needs use for sport, but that needs access 
 The A46 and A607 are too fast for looking at views therefore trying to create an open view is 

not needed. Not stationary long enough to appreciate views on the west side. 
 Limited development, though not residential, on the Hope and Anchor site could contribute to 

sports and parks facilities - Office development could provide money for the park. 
 Replicate the character of the Raynsway business estate.  
 Health club site, keen for a small hotel.  

 
Group 3 
 
 The roundabout is already a gateway 
 Development should relate to the park - raise peoples’ awareness and access to the park.  
 Noisy water sports like water skiing are alright in this area. 
 Like the present design of the hotel proposal - it would imply good quality landscape and land 

use. 
 Any development will need a very strong design policy to create well designed buildings in a 

well designed landscape 
 Hope and Anchor site would be too noisy for camping and caravanning. 
 Don’t like the hard edge of the Bentley garage - don’t replicate 
 Not more than 1 to 2 storeys. If the buildings are high they should not be rectangular but 

pagoda or pyramid shape, interesting design with good landscaping. 
 Need the right buildings for awareness of the park and to define its boundaries. 
 Right names of buildings to help give branding to the park. 
 Should have a sense of arrival at the park (but this doesn’t have to conflict with arrival in 

Leicester)  
 Very strong feelings from Birstall that it should stay separate from Leicester 

 
Group 4 
 
 Current views of the park are minimal and fleeting from both the roads. No views from Hobby 

Horse. 
 Wonderfully screened at the moment with vegetation. 
 There is no conflict between arrival at the park and arrival in Leicester 
 Development should build up from the park to the road. Tiered buildings, use of natural 

materials like timber. Lower intensity development nearer the canal or in proximity of the 
café/visitor centre. 

 Views from inside the park are restricted anyway - the park is secluded inside. Don’t remove 
the canal side line of trees.  

 Opportunity for a major landmark at the roundabout involving headquarters of a major 
national company or a series of companies in linked buildings. 
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 Incorporate changing rooms for the sports pitches. 
 Development at the edge could help to make the park quieter 
 The new roads (A46 and A607) are an alien feature with no connection to the previous 

landscape 
 
Options DP1 and DP2 were considered to be achievable by design whose scale, form and 
materials transitioned from stronger more commercial fast highway frontages to much softer 
tranquil canal and Park frontages, so functioning as both an economic development ‘gateway’ to 
Leicester and as a welcoming route to visitors from the Park. 
 
Group 5 
 
 Buildings would form a barrier - segregating community from park - residential attitude could 

be affected by access 
 Right development depends on size and height 
 Feeling of closeness would promote ownership of the park 
 Avoid carbuncle effect 
 A46 and A607 are major transport arteries and corridors - it is a brutal road construction, 

already segregated from the canal. So something large wouldn’t be that intrusive, allowing the 
effect to continue will be no less brutal 

 Standard and quality of new buildings, (eg Bentley garage). Development on other side of A607 
is “enough” ie not very intensive, a mix of building and green space - use it as a model. But any 
new buildings need to advertise success, feel good. 

 Create an open aspect - the view of the lake is lovely, make the most of establishing waterside 
vegetation. 

 Landmark building would be welcome as long as its well designed, has character, with a lot of 
green (as distinct to the present Thurmaston industry) 

 Park and views of park are subtle 
 Lakes are becoming attractive - let this process continue 
 Create flagship for Leicester as a mix of buildings and open space - create a mosaic of 

development with green spaces 
 Views of buildings from within the park are important - currently the park is secluded, an oasis. 

Fencing is not nice to look at from within the park.  
 Recreational uses of the lake could damage wildlife 

 
C) All New Developments: Developer Contributions 
 
Developer contributions (DC 1) 
 
 
DC1: Seek to negotiate reasonably and directly related contributions from any new 
development schemes located in the Watermead area. 
 
 
Group 1 
 
 Moorings for visiting boats should be provided along the canal for overnight stops and to allow 

boaters to empty toilets, deposit waste and to take on fresh water. A location close to the 
existing toilet block provides a sensible location for these facilities. 

 
Group 2 
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 Sports facilities 
 Entrance to Watermead Park along the Wanlip Road could be improved to provide a better 

gateway to the Park. 
 The Wanlip Country Club Site should provide some form of compensatory benefit to the local 

community. 
 
Group 3 
 
 Toilets are required particularly those suitable for people with disabilities. 
 Seek contributions to provide for the future maintenance of toilets 
 Supporting facilities to serve a caravan park should be sought 
 A landscaping screen around any development should be secured 
 New cycle and walking routes and Improvement to existing routes 
 A bridge to provide the ‘missing link’ between the north and south part of the Park should be 

sought 
 
Group 4 
 
• No specific contributions were identified by this table.  
• The concept of reasonably and directly related developer contributions was agreed 
• Viability within the current economic climate is likely to be an issue. Contributions from future 

housing developments in the area will have to be sought as they are expected to use the park 
too. 

 
Group 5 
 
 Is there any possibility of a pedestrian bridge over the A607 to connect the possible 

development sites to Syston and Thurmaston? 
 If development is to take place adjacent to the Park on previously undeveloped sites then 

there needs to be compensatory space provided elsewhere in the area to the benefit of 
wildlife and recreation so as not to erode the overall openness and tranquillity of the area. 

 Improve the final leg of the Connect2 route to Rothley via Mountsorrel “The Rothley Cycle 
Link”. 

 
D) Heritage and Conservation 
 
Heritage and Conservation (H1 or H2) 
 
 
H1: Seek to improve the historic environment within powers and limited funding 
currently available 
 
H2: Seek to develop a scheme to promote and improve the historic environment by 
for example creating a heritage trail linking communities, Birstall park & ride and 
important assets and providing a local heritage centre  
 
 
Maintain limited resources for heritage or create heritage trail 
 
Group 1 
 
 Historic environment is nationally an important tourist resource 
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 People visit St Michaels, Thurmaston. Mother of Elephant Man (John Merrick) is buried in the 
churchyard.  

 Any works to improve the heritage should consider access for boaters. 
 Heritage is a minor aspect of the park 
 The heritage has mostly gone - there does not need to be a separate heritage centre, it can be 

simply referenced as an element through the visitor centre 
 
Group 2 
 
 Heritage is better addressed as part of the visitor centre 

 
Group 3 
 
 Quite a bit of heritage around - it could encourage walking 
 It gives good prompts as to where to walk 
 Walks could be themed, gravel extraction or canal history 
 Could help to keep people to paths and away from wildlife 
 Could be used to link villages into the park (and bus stops and visitor centre) 
 Lots of opportunities, cf “heritage has mostly gone” 
 Currently there is a no map of the park nor walks leaflets 
 It needs branding, arrival to the park 
 Think about the starting points, bus stops, visitor centre and the city part where Indian people 

from Belgrave use the park 
 Could have a horse drawn barge 

 
Group 4 
 
 Strengthen heritage but not at the expense of progressing - we must look forward to new 

proposals 
 The Ice house is too isolated to link in.  
 Heritage is not a high priority. 
 Heritage needs to be treated on its own merits 
 Any link to the Park and Ride is “for the future” - we should wait and see if it becomes 

desirable 
 The River Soar and Grand Union Canal partnership have already identified that Heritage 

Lottery funding may be available for such local heritage projects. 
 
Option H2 was preferred.  
 
Group 5 
 
 Historically the area was water meadows - the gravel pits were very recent 

 
In general discussion afterwards 
 
 The park is for local tourism  its not a national feature 
 Don’t spoil this unique feature 
 We want more mentions of Birstall in the document (St James church is not named) 
 Want signage from the canal to Birstall 
 Development in Thurmaston needs to address areas of high deprivation 
 Want signage to features outside the park like shops and cafes. 
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Appendix two – Written responses 
 

Written responses received  

Date Respondent Organisation Summary of Comment Received 

22/2/11 Robert Orton Loughborough RSPB If there is to be open access to any area then there must always be 
areas that are off limits however big or small, so as to provide 
sanctuary where wildlife can be undisturbed. It appears from the 
event agenda that the ecological inventory is poorly known 
particularly for small invertebrae which are the building blocks for all 
other creatures. However, they only require small areas to spread 
out from. 

23/2/11 James Carpenter OPUN Offer a design support session to the Borough Council 
26/3/11 Roy Denney Leicestershire Local 

Access Forum 
Watermead park is one of the most significant green infrastructure 
assets in Leicestershire but it is underused as a recreational asset as 
it is out of sight and signage is poor. Some people prefer the park 
this way as it means sensitive and valuable wildlife eco systems will 
be less threatened. But if maintenance and management of the Park 
is to continue a way must be found to carefully balance the ecology 
with providing more benefits to the wider population, particularly as 
the park is surrounded by development. 
 
The planning system must provide the guidance for the removal of 
time expired industrial uses so that an improved environment that 
will attract visitors to the area helping to revitalise Thurmaston 
village and its businesses and general environment. It is unlikely that 
the public sector will have the means to invest in the area and so the 
reality is some sympathetic development along the A607 corridor 
will be required to enable improvements to the waterfront area to 
be funded. Improved signage for boaters and other users would be a 
‘quick win’. 
 
Any development must be more than cosmetic. There is a need for a 
visitor centre, toilets, cycle hire and more boat moorings. There will 
be a need for the voluntary sector to assist in the management and 
operation of the Park and Groundwork Trust may be able to scale 
their current operation in the South of the Park to the North. 
 
There is a third option to WP1 and WP2 and that is to provide a 
camping and caravan site, conference facilities or more intensive 
leisure able to generate wider benefits and more visitors for the Park 
but outside of the Park area itself. 
 
The provision of a visitor centre will be a drain on public resources 
unless it has a commercial aspect to it (café and cycle hire). If it is 
within the Park it will be intrusive and to the detriment of other 
users and wildlife. It should be located on the periphery of the Park 
where it can attract people to the Park and draw custom from 
outside the Park. This would help to revitalise Thurmaston. If a 
caravan park is allowed then this will have a bearing on its location. 
Possible locations might include just South of Thurmaston of just to 
the North. Alternatively on the Hope and Anchor site might be 
suitable as part of a larger development scheme. 
 
A north/south Footpath/cycleway should be sought along the east 
side of the canal from the Hope and Anchor site to the Marina. The 
route exists at present except for the northern stretch but is 
tortuous and contrived. The route would take some pressure off the 
Park. An East/west route between Thurmaston lock and Meadow 
Lane path is also an option provided it remains undeveloped due to 
proximity to the nature reserve. 
 
There is a limit to the number of paths that should be upgraded with 



 29

Written responses received  

Date Respondent Organisation Summary of Comment Received 

surface treatment. Conflicts between path users remain an issue and 
ideally there should be a bridleway from the City into the Borough 
and also east/west across the Park. Mill Lane access could be 
widened and be a more obvious gateway. Pedestrian links and 
towpaths northwards and to nearby villages is very poor. 
Improvements should be made to link Longslade School to the Park 
(details of the routes provided) 
 
In order to achieve the regeneration of the Waterfront area and 
better access to the Park it may be necessary to release areas of 
countryside for development. This will be regrettable but is realistic. 
Green corridors should be retained. Land north of Wanlip Road and 
east of the Hope and Anchor add little amenity value and it is 
isolated from the area due to the road infrastructure. 
 
Views into and out of the Park are important and should be afforded 
some protection. Consideration should be given to the activity 
allowed on lakes as noisy water sports may be inappropriate. It is 
possible to achieve a balance between development, public access 
and protection of views in relation to the country club site. It should 
also be possible to redevelop the Pinfold Industrial site for a mix of 
uses. 
 
The visitor centre (including cycle hire and café) should be provided 
on the Country Club site with a right of way linking this to the Hope 
and Anchor site up the east side of the Canal (map supplied). There 
should be a bridge across the canal towards the existing toilet block 
and boat moorings along the western edge of the canal at this point. 
Parking could be shared with the commercial development on the 
site. Any classrooms required should be located close to the existing 
toilets. 
 
The Country Club proposal does not appear to be viable even in the 
foreseeable future. It is not clear if a pub or hotel would be viable 
either. It should be used for a combined visitor centre and licensed 
lakeside café. 
 
There is demand for allotments and possibly a caravan site. These 
could potentially be provided on land adjoining and to the south of 
Pinfold Industrial Estate although this is a little small for caravans. 
Another site for a caravan site could be immediately to the west of 
the Marina (location plans of both sites provided). 

8/3/11 Cllr Ann Smith Thurmaston Parish 
Council 

Submitted six photographs showing views of the park from the new 
footbridge accessed by Mill Lane, near to the locks. The photos 
show areas of unmanaged grassland which obscure the views 
towards the lakes and the canal. Also, there are no seats along the 
newly tarmaced paths to Birstall and Jonson’s Bridge as in other 
parts of the Park. This area could also benefit from a visitor centre 
or information point with toilet facilities. 

12/3/11 Beryl Mc Dowall Residential Boat 
Owners’ Association 

The provision of a services facility for boaters appeared to be well 
received amongst delegates at the workshops and it would be 
reasonably straight forward to provide towards the northern end of 
the Watermead Park, where the existing toilet block and car park is, 
just behind the towpath hedge (near the site of the demolished 
bridge). Such a facility would encourage residential and leisure 
boaters to make overnight or weekend visits to the Park. 

15/3/11 Benita Key Natural England Acknowledges the significance of the Park as a green infrastructure 
corridor leading from Leicester to the open countryside to the 
north. Support the need to maintain and enhance nature 
conservation interests, provide for access and recreational needs and 
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Written responses received  

Date Respondent Organisation Summary of Comment Received 

safeguard open land and green infrastructure. 
 
Charnwood, Leicester City and the County Council should work 
together to provide a cohesive strategy and plan for the Park. 
 
The wildlife and nature conservation management plan should aim to 
enhance and increase wildlife and it habitat in line with BAP targets. 
 
Supports the retention of the Hope Park area as open land linking 
Watermead park to the wider countryside to the north as this will 
help achieve biodiversity and landscape objectives. 
 
Encourage additional recreational features such as public rights of 
way and cycleways in order to promote healthy lifestyles. Also 
support the provision of high quality transport alternatives in order 
to encourage sustainable travel. 
 
Any development should aim to enhance biodiversity and wildlife 
habitat. New plans should incorporate Natural England’s ANGSt 
standards. The principle of green fingers leading from the Park into 
new development schemes are encouraged. 
 
All policies that have a positive effect on biodiversity, recreation and 
access to open space are supported in particular WP1, WP2, W1 
and AP1. 
 
Whilst options W2, W3, RL1, RL2 and AP2 provide healthy lifestyle 
options, they could have negative impact on biodiversity. There has 
to be a balance, and Natural England recommends that the provision 
of new facilities should be planned with care in order that the 
current level of biodiversity is not compromised. 

22/3/11 Michael Jeeves Leicestershire and 
Rutland Wildlife 
Trust 

Theme 1 - We would support Option PP2. 
 
Theme 2 - We would support Option WP1. Watermead Country 
Park is already used by large numbers of people, who walk, run, 
cycle, fish, watch wildlife and carry out other activities. To increase 
these activities would risk damaging the nature conservation 
importance of the Park, and the quiet enjoyment that many people 
already get from it. 
 
We would support Option VC2 or VC3. A visitor centre in the Park 
may damage the very thing that it seeks to provide information on, 
and it would be unlikely to be economically viable without restaurant 
facilities. Provision of more information for visitors would certainly 
be welcome, but needs to be done off site or in a very limited way 
on site. 
 
Theme 3 - We would support Option W1, because this would 
have the least impact on wildlife. Allowing boats into the Park would 
surely be very damaging to wildlife and change the Park environment 
completely. 
 
We would support neither Option RL1 nor Option RL2. The main 
Raynsway Properties/Wanlip Country Club lake already attracts 
good numbers of wildfowl which will be displaced by the disturbance 
caused by water based activities. Furthermore, a fine area of reed 
bed has developed in one corner. We would suggest that this lake be 
protected within any new development. It could be a very attractive 
focal point for those people driving into the City along the A46, and 
for others too, but a circular walk around the lake must be avoided 
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Date Respondent Organisation Summary of Comment Received 

to benefit wildlife.   
 
Theme 4 - We would support neither Option AP1 nor Option 
AP2. The latter would be likely to damage biodiversity in the Park, 
but the first does not fully help local people to enjoy it. Improved 
pedestrian access for local communities is therefore desirable, but 
not increased vehicle access. 
 
We would support Option AWP1. 
 
Theme 5 - We have no preference between Option TP1 and 
Option TP2. 
 
We have no preference between Option TW1 and Option TW2. 
 
We have no preference between Option CC1 and Option CC2. 
 
We would support Option HP2, provided that the Raynsway 
Properties’ Wanlip Country Club lake mentioned above under 
Theme 3 is not developed for water based activities, but rather is 
maintained and enhanced for nature conservation. 
 
We would support Option DP2. 
 
We would support Option DC1. 
 
We have no preference between Option H1 and Option H2. 
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Appendix three – attendance list 
 

Policy for Watermead and Thurmaston Waterfront Area - 25th February 2011 

Name Company Attendance (34) 

Steve Simms Andrew Martin Associates yes 
Ted Hills Charnwood Disability Forum yes 

Mr Carver Charnwood Disability Forum yes 
Mrs Carver Charnwood Disability Forum yes 
Vicky Allen Leicestershire Bridleways Association yes 

Edwin McWilliam Leicestershire Local Access Forum yes 

John Catt 
Loughborough & District Cycle Users' 

Campaign yes 
David Gaskell Birstall Parish Council yes 

Serinda  Shergill Birstall Parish Council yes 
Mary Allen Birstall Parish Council yes 
Pat Cleere Birstall Parish Council yes 

Ian Dickinson British Waterways yes 
Lisa Diggle CPRE Charnwood yes 

Naomi Wing Environment Agency yes 
Louise Duffy Environment Agency yes 

Nick Wakefield Environment Agency yes 
Jonathan Vann Environment Agency apologies 

Matt Buck Environment Agency yes 
Michael Jeeves Leicestershire & Rutland Wildlife Trust yes 
Sophie Davies Leicestershire County Council yes 

Bill Carter Leicestershire County Council apologies 
Roy Denney Local Access Forum yes 

Tom Watkinson Raynsway Properties Ltd yes 
Bev Sibson Raynsway Properties Ltd yes 
 Nick Gee Syston Town Council apologies 
Ann Smith Thurmaston Parish Council yes 
Bob Davies Thurmaston Parish Council yes 

Darren Gartside Thurmaston Parish Council apologies 
Patrick Murphy Charles Street Buildings (Leicester) Ltd apologies 
Jamie Staples Charles Street Buildings (Leicester) Ltd apologies 
Richard Wain Hawksmoor yes 
Martin Peters Leicester Shire Promotions Ltd apologies 

Cllr Diane Wise Borough Cllr  yes 
Cllr Iain Bentley Borough Cllr - Birstall Watermead apologies 

Cllr Brenda Seaton Borough Cllr - Thurmaston yes 
Cllr Houseman County Councillor yes 
 Nick Ireland British Waterways yes 

Beryl McDowall Residential Boat Owners' Association (RBOA) yes 
Jayesh Mistry SVL Capital apologies 

Gavin Fletcher Groundwork yes 
Ian McDonald Inland Waterways Association yes 
Ian Harrison Wanlip Parish Council yes 
Paul Murphy Charles Street Buildings (Leicester) Ltd yes 
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