
                                                                                                                                    
1/2/2018 

Large Local Major Fund Team   
Dept for Transport 

Re Shrewsbury’s proposed North West ‘Relief’ Road 

Dear Large Local Major Fund team, 

We are writing to offer our comments on, and objections to, the proposed Shrewsbury North West 
‘Relief’ Road (NWRR) Outline Business case which was submitted to you late last year by 
Shropshire Council. 

Summary of Our Case Against the OBC for the proposed Shrewsbury NWRR. 

We have studied the OBC document carefully and consider that it; 

A, Does not satisfy the criteria of the Large Local Majors Fund as it can not be described as 
transformational, 

B, Does not adequately justify the planned expenditure as much data is either missing, statistically 
irrelevant or used in a misleading way.   

C, Overstates the advantages that the road might bring and does not deal adequately with the 
issues of suppressed demand or induced traffic, or detail any actions to be taken to ensure the 
stated objectives are achieved.  It is claimed that traffic levels are rising significantly with no 
evidence provided, we dispute this. Some of the traffic data used is also questionable.  

D, Underplays the importance of the landscape and setting that the road would cut through, 
overstates the ability to mitigate against the environmental damage caused and does not take into 
account the existing tranquillity of the area..  

E, Understates the risks that the project might not be delivered in time and on budget.  There has 
been considerable active opposition to the scheme from a number of groups, including ourselves, 
CPRE and the Shropshire Wildlife Trust.  If the scheme gets as far as a planning application it 
would meet with determined and well organised opposition.  If the road ever gets to construction 
there will be severe engineering challenges to be overcome.  

F, would be a very expensive scheme, at least £15m/km with a high chance of costs overruns. 

We also consider that Shrewsbury has already had considerable funding for highway 
improvements over the last ten years, including the Shrewsbury Integrated Transport package and 
improvements to the A5 junctions around the town.  The Oxon Link Road will also be built shortly.  
These investments we believe total £35m.  Previously we also had considerable funding for the 
A5/A49 by-passes and the Battlefield link Road.  

We did not object to the Oxon and Battlefield Link Roads as they are integral parts of development 
in their area of town.  We did not object to the A5 and A49 by-passes or the Nesscliff by-pass as 
these were offering real relief to residential areas with very heavy through traffic on major routes.  
The NWRR does neither of these, it is expensive and it would be highly damaging to a highly 
valued undeveloped area. 

We therefore urge you most strongly to reject Shropshire Council’s bid. 

  



Our arguments in detail. 

A, Re Not Fulfilling the Criteria for the Large Local Majors Fund.  

The Large Local Majors Fund guidance notes refer to ‘potentially transformative schemes’.  The 
NWRR OBC does not provide any evidence for this being the case for this scheme.   

1. There is no development land that will be opened up if the scheme was built.  The Marches 
LEP Strategic Economic Plan (SEP) of March 2014 states that “the NWRR would help to 
deliver 2,645 jobs and 2,900 homes” (sect2.4.18 of the OBC) but no evidence is provided of 
where these jobs or homes would be or how much help the NWRR would provide.  As 
pointed out in the OBC Shrewsbury already enjoys higher employment rates than the 
region or the whole of the UK at 81.4% (sect2.3.13).  The scheme would therefore not offer 
significant support for the SEP or the wider LEP strategy.   

2. The scheme does not tend to feature highly in regional planning documents, indeed it is not 
even mentioned in the Midlands Connect Strategy so it cannot be said to contribute to 
cross LEP strategic considerations.  

3. Most of the effects outlined in the OBC are indirect, eg “without the NWRR the Oxon Link 
Road will not achieve its full potential” (sect1.4.9).  The Oxon Link Road is designed to 
enable the Western Sustainable Urban Extension (SUE) without burdening Welshpool 
Road.  This SUE and the Oxon link road already have very good road links as they sit right 
by the A5.  The Battlefield Enterprise Park at the Northern end of the proposed route is 
similarly already well connected as it is attached to the A49 and it has filled up very 
successfully with no promise of the NWRR being built.  

4. It has not been demonstrated that congestion is a major problem in Shrewsbury.  There is 
some congestion at peak times but the figures given for delays are not high.  Journey 
speeds at peak times on the western approach fall from 15-20mph down to 9-13mph at the 
busiest periods but this is only for a very short distance so the actual delay is only 2 to 3 
minutes (sect2.5.30). 

5. The figures given for improvement in journey times across the town if the NWRR was built 
range from 0.2 to 3.8 minutes (table63).  Those going from Churncote to Battlefield might 
save 10 minutes but if they have to go out of their way to access the road at either or both 
ends then some or indeed most of this gain will be lost.   

6. The traffic savings indicated are mostly not high enough, for the scheme to be considered 
transformative, eg 14% at Mardol Quay (part of Smithfield Road), and this is actually 14% 
less than the 2037 ‘do minimum’ figure, it’s only 11% less than current figures.  Indeed 
some roads will see increased traffic, including sections of the A5 (table57), Churncote to 
the B3486 will see a 17% rise on the 2037 ‘do minimum’ figure or 41% on the current 
figures. Also New St, a very narrow street is predicted a 13% rise on the 2037 ‘do minimum’ 
or 15% on current levels (table55). We also have doubts about many of the figures 
presented but we will cover that in more detail in section C.   

7. No evidence is provided for significant benefits for the rural roads to the NW of Shrewsbury, 
indeed it is stated that only 10% of goods vehicles going from the A5 towards Ruyton X1 
towns were through traffic (sect2.5.38), so there is no possibility of a significant reduction 
despite the figures shown in table 61. (see Section C for detail).   

8. Serious and fatal casualties are predicted to fall by 94.2 over 60 years (table65).  Whilst 
reducing accidents is a laudable aim this is only 1.6% of the total and is therefore not 
statistically significant, never mind transformative.  We contend that more 20mph zones 
would have more impact on casualty figures than building the NWRR.  

9. We are also not convinced that the effect of induced traffic has been sufficiently allowed for.  
In the traffic models (see also sect C4) 

10. CO2 emissions are predicted to fall by 74.5kt of CO2e (table80) but again whilst this is a 
laudable aim this is only 0.2% of the total and therefore not statistically significant never 



mind transformative and we are again not convinced that induced traffic has been 
adequately addressed. 

11. No figures are provided for potential NO2 reductions but again whilst reducing NO2 is an  
aim we fully support we doubt that the NWRR would give significant benefit to Smithfield 
Road and Frankwell due to the high likelihood of induced traffic replacing any reductions 
achieved. There are also large areas of the Air Quality Management area that would be 
unaffected by the NWRR, therefore if built the NWRR would not transform the air quality of 
Shrewsbury.   
 

12. We consider that other measures that would help the whole of the Air Quality Management 
Area should be fully investigated, this could include for instance; 

- reinstating the lost Park and Ride buses from the 3 current routes, 
- introducing electric buses for the Park and Ride flee, 
- opening a 4th Park and Ride site, 
- restricting parking in town, 
- opening up a pedestrian access to the railway station from Abbey Foregate, 
- further efforts to encourage vehicles not to enter the town centre (as being 

 pursued by the Shrewsbury BID partnership), 
-  further improvements to cycling and pedestrian facilities. 

 
13, Although the recent consultation showed support for the NWRR no other options were 

offered.  When this was done in 2005 82% of respondents supported better public 
transport, 77% wanted improved pedestrian facilities, 64% wanted more cycle paths and 
59% thought people should use their cars less (table27). 

 
14, We note that Shropshire Council’s own Transport plan for 2011-26 puts building new 

 roads at the bottom of their hierarchy for dealing with congestion and delays,  
 

“Policy E4: Network capacity management hierarchy We will aim to tackle and prevent 

congestion and delays through the application of a hierarchy of measures   

1st.- Reducing demand through encouraging non-travel alternatives, car sharing and use 

of sustainable modes   

2nd.- Network Management to managing the network more effectively  

3rd.-Targeted capacity improvements at junctions  

4th.- Road widening   

5th.- New road links or bypasses” 

B, Re The Shortcomings of the Planned Expenditure Justifications.  
 

1. Of the predicted £327m benefit if the NWRR is ever built an astonishing 82% (£267m) is in 
time savings.  When the maximum time saving predicted is 10 minutes and that would be 
reduced by any detour required to access either or both ends of the NWRR this appears 
unbelievable.  We are also again not convinced that induced traffic has been adequately 
considered so that much of the predicted time savings are likely not to occur.  It is also well 
known that if you do actually make journey times shorter people tend to travel further, 
further reducing any time benefit.   

2. Another £30.5m of the benefit is in predicted accident savings and £3.5m of it is in reduced 
CO2 emissions both of which we have already highlighted as being not statistically 
significant.  We also consider that induced traffic has not been adequately addressed and if 
not dealt with this would reduce significantly the impact of the scheme on accidents and 
CO2 levels. 

3. No economic benefit from jobs created or development land unlocked has been offered.  

4. We therefore consider that the economic justification for the NWRR is at best shaky.  

  



C, Re Overstated Benefits of the NWRR. 

1. The OBC implies that traffic problems are significantly increasing in Shrewsbury.  However 
the DfTs own data for traffic count point 18556 on Smithfield Road show a decline between 
counts in 2002 and 2013 for all motor vehicles of 11%, from an AADTof 26,696 to 23,614.  
The estimate given for 2016 is lower still at 23,352.  The figure for cars over the same 
period shows a drop of 12% from 22,796 to 19,996.  We accept that these are significant 
traffic flows but contend that existing measures are already having an effect, that increased 
housebuilding in the town does not necessarily lead to higher traffic levels and that further 
action can be taken to reduce these levels without building the NWRR (see sect A12).   

2. The DfT figures for road traffic estimates for 2016 (dated 27.4.17) states that urban traffic 
peaked in 2007. Whilst there appears to be a rise from 2015 to 2016 we are still below the 
2006 levels.  In Shrewsbury much effort has gone into keeping traffic levels down, including 
3 Park and Ride sites, considerable investment in cycling and pedestrian facilities and the 
Integrated Transport Plan works which are still ongoing.  

3. Even the existing bypass for Shrewsbury, the A5 and A49 to the south and east have only 
shown slight increases in traffic over recent years.  Count point 8732 on the A5 between 
Churncote and the B4386 rose from 25,701 in 2009 to 25917 in 2013 around 1% in 4 years, 
with an estimate for 2016 of 26,597, still a rise of less than 0.5%/annum. Recent works to 
the roundabouts at Emstrey, Preston Boats and Dobbie’s have significantly increased the 
capacity of the A5 and A49 at busy periods.   

4. As previously stated we do not consider that the issue of induced traffic has been 
adequately addressed in the OBC.  Most of the roads that might see traffic reductions if the 
NWRR is built are only two lanes wide so there is no easy mechanism to reduce road 
capacity or introduce bus and/or cycle lanes to lock in any benefits arising.  Smithfield Road 
has a third lane in part but this is used for turning off into Roushill to access the multi storey 
car park or for splitting the traffic at each end depending on direction of onward travel.  
There are significant populations living in Frankwell and Copthorne to the South and 
Castlefields and Coton Hill in the North who would have to travel out of their way 
significantly to access the NWRR.  Many of these will be tempted to use Smithfield Road if 
it gets quieter, to access shops and other facilities on the other side of town when they 
either use local facilities at present or travel round by the distributor road (Bage Way etc).  
This effect is well documented from other road schemes particularly in the SACRA report, 
which was commissioned and accepted by the DfT, and in the recent CPRE report “The 
End of the Road”. 

5. Some of the traffic figures used in the OBC are highly questionable.  Table 61 for instance 
makes no sense at all.  The road east of Leaton would see reductions of 63% whereas to 
the west the figure would be 99%!.  However previously the OBC had stated that of the 
goods vehicles going from the A5 to Ruyton XI towns only 10% was through traffic.  The 
same table quotes reductions on Huffley Lane (which runs west from Ellesmere Rd at the 
junction with what would be the top end of the NWRR) of 64% when the figures used in the 
NWRR consultation of October 2017 showed a 30%+ increase for the same road. (see 
appendix A)  Tables 48/49 show a 14% to 19% reduction in the am peak for the western 
end of Smithfield Rd but 25% to 30% reduction in the pm peak whilst the eastern end of the 
same road shows consistent figures for the two peaks with no rationale provided.  The 
consultation document also predicted traffic reductions of 6-10% on the High Street when 
the OBC quotes the 2005 figure of less than 5%.  

6. The statement in sect2.5.16 that “most of the traffic using Smithfield Rd was through traffic” 
is unsupported.  The figure of 98% of eastbound trips being through trips is simply not 
credible and indeed WSP accept that they have no idea of whether the traffic that does not 
stop in the town centre itself has other local destinations or not.  Anyone driving west on 
Smithfield Road to access the Frankwell car park (which has a footbridge over the river into 
the Riverside shopping centre) would be counted as through traffic.  

  



D Re the Quality of the Landscape. 

1. The OBC statement that the “landscape is typical of the wider area, with features that are 
common throughout Shropshire and which .. are easily replaced” is simply not true.  The 
area of the Old River Bed is an SSSI containing not only the Old River but several kettle 
holes.  The road would cut through an ancient woodland and very close to a Ramsar site.  
The area is also of high recreational value as it can easily be accessed by foot from the 
town centre.  In Table 4 the landscape assessment is labelled as ‘moderate adverse’.  
However in table 39 the landscape assessment for the section from Berwick Road to 
Battlefield was accepted in 2007 as ‘large adverse’.  At the moment this area is unspoilt 
apart from the railway line which as trains are infrequent and relatively quiet has only a 
minor impact.  

2. In 2002/3 the local CPRE group undertook a thorough and objective landscape character 
assessment of the rural ring around Shrewsbury and gave this area Category 1 which is 
“Landscape which is outstandingly rich in character” and they added that  “Development 
within or adjacent to these areas would be extremely detrimental to the Shropshire 
landscape as a whole and to the setting and character of Shrewsbury.”.(see appendix B).  
The assessment highlights 13 Category 1 areas around Shrewsbury, if built the NWRR 
would cut through 4 of these and adversely affect another 2.  The assessment for area 024 
(through which the NWRR would run) states “this is not just a rare landscape – it is unique, 
of immense geological, ecological, wildlife and landscape value”. 

3. Whilst mitigation measures have been offered for the Ramsar site at Hencott Pool we 
consider that building the NWRR would still pose an unacceptable risk to this site. 

4. Whilst screening might help mitigate against the effects of the road through some of it’s 
length the scheme also includes a very large (27m) sloping high bridge over the River 
Severn at Shelton Rough, a local wildlife site.  This area is also Category 1 in the CPRE 
assessment and is described as “arguably the most important example near Shrewsbury of 
a steep river bluff overlooking the Severn, with ancient trees throughout its length. Its 
commanding position and fine views make this an important site for recreation – footpaths 
along it are much used by the public.”  (see appendix B) This bridge would also adversely 
impact on the Grade 2 listed Berwick house and parkland through which the road cuts and 
on the houses along the southern edge of the river. 

5. The OBC also does not place sufficient weight on the tranquillity of the areas that would be 
affected by the scheme.  The TAG Guidance, ‘Unit 3a, Environmental Impact assessment’ 
in sections 2.5.1 and 2.5.2 specifically states that ”there is a perceived need to protect 
these quiet or tranquil areas” and “tranquillity is one of the features defining landscape, and 
changes in tranquillity will be taken into account in the assessment of landscape impacts”.  
The NWRR OBC has not done this.  

6. Mouchel’s Environment Scoping report of 2005 also shows a ‘moderate adverse’ effect on 
biodiversity (see appendix C) and a ‘moderate adverse’ effect on accessibility and physical 
fitness, neither of these have made their way into the OBC.  

7. We also note that the OBC contains an Environmental Sensitivities plan (Fig57) for much of 
the area that would be affected but that the north east section, which includes the Ramsar 
site, is missing.  

E,  Re The Risks of the Scheme Being Delivered. 

1. The OBC for the NWRR understates the risks that the project might not be delivered in 
time.  There has been considerable active opposition to the scheme from a number of 
groups, including ourselves, CPRE and the Shropshire Wildlife Trust.  If the scheme gets 
as far as a planning application it would meet with determined and well organised 
opposition.  If the road ever gets to construction there will be severe engineering challenges 
to be overcome as most of the route has challenging topography that has never been built 
on.  



2. The OBC itself has not been presented even to Shropshire Council’s Cabinet, at their 
meeting of Dec 14th 2017 only a 14 page report was available, even this report was not put 
before the whole Council at it’s meeting of Dec 16th.  

 

F,  Re The Expense of the Scheme. 

1. The OBC fails to mention the length of the proposed NWRR, we believe it to be between 
4.5 and 4.8km.  At a cost of £72m that makes the cost/km at least £15m, this compares 
unfavourably to the cost of similar schemes eg, the nearby Newtown by-pass of 
approximately £9/km (£60m for 6.53km), we also doubt that the road can actually be 
completed at this price. 

2. The OBC does not give any justification why the £72m quoted figure is so much lower than 
the £104m quoted at the public consultation only 3 months earlier. 

3. The OBC accepts that Shropshire Council will pay for any overspend but the Section 151 
letter mentions a commitment by SC to a maximum of £25m.  The report that went to 
Cabinet on Dec 14th 2017 made no mention of Shropshire Council’s responsibility for any 
cost overruns if the scheme is ever constructed, indeed it states that “the Council offers a 
maximum local contribution of £25m”.  

4. Shropshire Council have not discussed how they will raise the £25m, never mind the effect 
of taking on the responsibility for any overspend, the Council Leader Cllr Nutting stated at 
the Cabinet meeting of Dec 14th 2017 that such discussions would take place once the DfT 
has approved their funding.  We consider this to be bad business practice and to place a 
risk on the scheme that SC may indeed decide that it cannot afford their contribution, 
especially given their exposure to the risk of overspend.  

5. We also have a question re the standard for the proposed NWRR.  If SC’s forecast figures 
are correct the NWRR would have an opening AADT of around 20,000 for the busiest 
section.  We understand that the relevant guidance for such roads is TA46/97 which 
specifies that over an opening AADT of 13,000+ for new rural roads should be at least 
WS2, (table 2.1) but SC are only proposing an S2.  Presumably if the scheme was 
upgraded to a WS2 it would be much more expensive and show a lower return on 
investment. 

We trust that you will give our response due consideration. 

If you have any questions about our evidence you can contact me using the details below. 

Yours sincerely,                                                                            

Dave Green                 

On behalf of Shrewsbury Friends of the Earth 
davidgreen742@btinternet.com 
41 Racecourse Avenue,  
Shrewsbury SY2 5BS 
01743 360055 
0780 5757 250 

  



Appendix A,  Detail of road traffic reductions used in NWRR consultation Oct 2017. 

 

  



Appendix B1, CPRE Lanscape categories. 

 

  



Appendix B2, CPRE landscape map 

 

  



Appendix B3, CPRE assessment area 024 

 

  



Apendix B4, CPRE assessment area 029 

 

  



Appendix C, Mouchel Environment Scoping Report 2007 

 


