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21/00924/EIA North West Road – Comments from Better 

Shrewsbury Transport (BeST) 

1 Introduction and Summary 
This document sets out Part I of the response of BeST (Better Shrewsbury Transport) to the above planning 

application registered by Shropshire Council (the Applicant) and validated on 1 March 2021.  We will set out in a 

separate document the many ways in which the application is inconsistent with national legislation and guidance 

and with Shropshire Council’s own strategies and policies. 

BeST comprises a group of organisations1  and individuals that is keen to engage positively with Shropshire Council to 

promote active and sustainable solutions to the town’s transport challenges.  We are campaigning for urgent action 

to promote active and sustainable modes of transport which are the only effective ways to reduce CO2 emissions 

from transport and to permanently reduce traffic congestion, poor air quality and road deaths/injuries in the town.  

These measures will also transform all our lives for the better. 

We are objecting to the planning application on the following grounds (hyperlinks have been used in this 

introductory section to allow the reviewer convenient access to the relevant part of document with more detail on 

each objection): 

Objection 3.1 – On the Grounds of the Ineffectiveness of the NWR in Reducing Traffic in Shrewsbury  

Objection 3.2 – Failure to consider alternatives to building a new road. 

Objection 3.3 – Design of new cycle infrastructure fails to meet standards to which Shropshire Council has 

committed. 

Objection 3.4 - Lack of Sensitivity analysis on benefits and impacts of recent design choices 

Objection 4.1 – on Grounds of Climate Change and Carbon Emissions 

Objection 5.1 – Landscape impacts of the scheme have been significantly understated 

Objection 5.2 – Visual impacts of the scheme have been significantly understated 

Objection 5.3 – Impacts on the tranquillity of Shrewsbury’s Green Wedge have not been properly assessed 

and are significant 

Objection 5.4 – Impacts on light pollution have not been properly assessed  

Objection 6.1 – Failure to adequately survey and assess the ecological implications of the proposed scheme 

Objection 6.2 – Biodiversity Loss 

Objection 6.3 – Failure to achieve Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG) 

Objection 6.4 – Fragmentation of ecological networks 

Objection 6.5 – Impact on internationally designated site 

Objection 6.6 – The proposed development conflicts with Shropshire local plan 

1 BeST comprises Shropshire Wildlife Trust, Council for the Protection of Rural England, Friends of the Earth Shrewsbury Branch, The Green 

Party, Shrewsbury and Atcham Liberal Democrats, Extinction Rebellion Shrewsbury Branch, Sustainable Transport Shropshire 

https://www.bettershrewsburytransport.org/who-we-are/


Page 2 FINAL 27 April 2021 

Objection 7.1 – Impact on Severn Trent Water’s Shelton Public Water Supply Source Protection Zone (SPZ) 

Objection 7.2 – Inadequacy of the Geological Assessment 

Objection 7.3 – Inadequate assessment of the potential impact on Hencott Pool 

Objection 7.4 – Inadequate Treatment of shallow groundwater 

Objection 8.1 – Unreliable noise modelling 

Objection 8.2 – The proposal conflicts with Shropshire Council’s adopted Masterplan for the Western Urban 

Extension  

Objection 8.3 – The proposal conflicts with the Adopted Core Strategy  

Objection 8.4 – The proposal conflicts with National Guidance on noise  

Objection 8.5 – The noise assessment has not considered the and are significant impact of the road on 

Tranquillity and in particular “The Green Wedge” 

Objection 9.1 – Air quality impacts on the Midland Meres and Mosses (Phase 1 and 2) Ramsar site at Hencott 

Pool Site of Specific Scientific Interest (SSSI) 

Objection 9.2 – The air quality modelling demonstrates that the NWR will not bring air quality in the Air 

Quality Management Area (AQMA No. 3) below legal limits 

Objection 9.3 – The Applicant has not fully considered the effect of the scheme on particulate matter 

concentrations 

Objection 10.1 – No consultation on the Viaduct Design 

Objection 10.2 – ‘Consultation questions’ designed to elicit the Applicant’s preferred answer 

Objection 10.3 – Question 12 from 2020 ‘consultation’ and lack of opportunity to express opposition or 

support 

Objection 10.4 – Misleading conclusions to the SCI 

We provide evidence to support each of these objections, organised by theme, in the main body of this response 

(see Table of Contents below).  These include discussion of relevant legislation, guidance and policies where 

appropriate.  As mentioned above, we will provide a structured cross reference to relevant legislation, guidance and 

policies in a separate document. 

In summary we object to this proposal on the grounds that it does not represent ‘sustainable development’ as set 

out in paragraph 8 of the National Planning Policy Framework: 

• It places an unsustainable burden on future generations in terms of increased dependence on private car 

use (Objection 3.2) and increased greenhouse gas emissions (Objection 4.1) leading to increased threats 

from climate change.  In addition, some of the proposed mitigation measures (e.g. related to the protection 

of Shrewsbury’s water supply) will require complex and expensive management in perpetuity 

(Objection 7.1).  There are significant cost risks with the proposed development (Objection 7.2) and 

Shropshire Council’s future financial stability is threatened by this exposure. 

• We have provided a detailed critique of the claimed rationale for the scheme in Section 3.  The economic 

argument for the road is weak and grossly overstated whilst significant impacts have not been included in 

the benefit:cost ratio (for instance loss of natural capital and health impacts).  The traffic modelling (albeit 
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flawed – See Objection 3.1 and Appendix 2) demonstrates that the road does not meet its core objective of 

removing congestion from the town centre whilst it does demonstrate that traffic will be significantly worse 

in several areas (see Sections 3.3.3 and 3.3.4). 

• The social impact of the road will be to destroy the tranquillity of Shrewsbury’s unique Green Wedge, a vital 

piece of green infrastructure at the heart of the town (Objections 5.3 and 8.5).  The landscape, visual and 

noise impacts of the road on this aspect of the town have been significantly understated in the 

environmental statement (Objections 5.1, 5.2, 8.1 and 8.5).  The measures that have been included to 

promote sustainable transport are poorly designed and do not meet the design standards that Shropshire 

Council has committed to (Objection 3.3).  In addition, it represents a long term threat to the town’s water 

supply – a risk that has not been adequately addressed in this application (Objection 7.1). 

• The environmental impact of the road on the biodiversity of the area is significant both in terms of direct 

impacts and through fragmentation of habitats (Objections 6.2, 6.3).  In particular, the impacts of the road 

on Hencott Pool (part of the Midlands Meres and Mosses RAMSAR site) (Objection 6.5) through impacts on 

air quality (Objection 9.1) and the water environment (Objection 7.3) have not been addressed to the level 

required for a site of international status.   

The applicant has failed to make any significant effort to investigate the potential for cheaper, more sustainable and 

less damaging alternatives (for instance as recently demonstrated in Hereford’s recent transport strategy) 

(Objection 3.2).   

The application is clearly rushed, with many of the required surveys incomplete (Objections 6.1 and 7.2) and many 

key documents at draft stage meaning that it is not possible to properly assess the impacts of the proposed 

development.  Meanwhile, the implications of late design changes for impacts and achievement of scheme 

objectives have not been fully explored and presented (Objections 3.4). 
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3 Rationale for scheme 
Whilst the Outline Business Case, 2017 (OBC) is not subject to review as part of the planning application, the NPPF 

(para. 8 a) indicates that there is an economic case to be made as part of the definition of ‘sustainable development’, 

whilst the Environmental Statement needs to consider the balance between benefits and impacts.  Similarly, in 

WebTAG (Transport Appraisal Guidance1 (WebTAG) published by the Department of Transport.) the following 

principles should inform the appraisal process: 

• There must be a clear rationale for the proposal, based on a clear presentation of the problems and challenges 

that establish the need for the scheme. 

• There must be consideration of genuine, discrete options, and a range of solutions should be considered across 

networks and modes. 

• There should be an auditable, documented process which identifies the best performing options to be taken 

forward for further appraisal. 

• There should be an appropriate level of public and stakeholder participation and engagement at suitable points 

in the process. This informs the evidence base which establishes the need for the scheme, guides the option 

generation, sifting and assessment, and informs the subsequent appraisal. 

We outline in this section how the Applicant has failed to genuinely consider the alternatives to this highly damaging 

proposal.  It is therefore relevant to review rationale for the scheme as part of the assessment of the application. 

3.1 Objectives 
The fundamental problem with the way in which the Applicant has developed their ‘Strategic Case’ for the North 

West road is that it has been designed and carried out in a way to justify a pre-determined outcome – construction 

of the new road – rather than to solve existing and future transport problems.  This is completely contrary to the 

philosophy that business planning should start from the analysis of problems, leading on to the setting of objectives 

to address them, the consideration of possible options and finally the selection of a preferred solution.  Instead, the 

outline business case (OBC Shropshire Council 2017) starts from a pre-determined solution, the North West Relief 

Road, and then works backwards to justify it2.  This is contrary to the approach set out in the Treasury Green Book, 

which states “proposals should initially be considered from the perspective of the service needed to deliver the 

required policy outcome and not from the perspective of a preconceived solution or asset creation”.  The outcomes 

of this pre determined approach have carried through to the objectives presented in para 2.2.1 of the Planning 

Statement (PS). 

There might be some justification for this approach if it followed on from a recent holistic study that examined the 

future development of the town and how that interacted with the development of the transport network, leading to 

the development of a strategy of which this project was one component (e.g. as has recently been carried out for 

Hereford WSP, October 2020).  However, the application relies on work that has been carried out in a piecemeal way 

over many decades resulting in a lack of clarity as to what are the merits of the scheme relative to the alternatives 

and how it would address the current situation, particularly the need to address the climate emergency and the 

implications of the COVID pandemic for future travel patterns.  Without this one cannot be confident that this very 

 
2 Shropshire Council’s 2017 Options Appraisal Report discusses transport problems in the town but always from the perspective 
of problems for which the proposed North West Road might be the solution.  E.g. Para 1.4.1 of the OAR states “The issues arising 
from the lack of a river crossing in the north-west sector of Shrewsbury have been a concern for Shropshire Council and its 
antecedents for many years, and the idea of providing some form of north-west relief road is not new. Plans have been put 
forward at various times in the past thirty years. Detailed investigations began in the mid-1980s, and versions of a scheme were 
included in successive Local Plans, TPP and LTP documents, as well as forming part of an outline TIF3 package in 2007 (not 
submitted). Extensive preparatory work was undertaken for a possible MSBC in 2010, (not submitted).  Because of this long 
history, the NWRR has been the subject of public and stakeholder consultation, scheme investigation and design over a very long 
period of time.” This makes it clear that the problems have been approached with the NWR as a solution throughout. 

http://councillors.herefordshire.gov.uk/documents/s50084076/Appendix%20A%20for%20Hereford%20Transport%20Strategy%20Review.pdf
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damaging development should be a priority, even if one were to accept that the building of major new road links is 

desirable.   

Instead, the OBC states ($2.1.2) “The provision of a new relief road and river crossing for Shrewsbury is a key element 

of Shropshire Council’s strategy” without any explanation of how it became part of the strategy.  Two paragraphs 

further on the document states that “the Strategic Case describes how the Council has considered a full range of 

options, including non-road and non-car options, and has undertaken extensive consultation with stakeholders and 

local people.  The resulting scheme is the one which the Council considers to be best able to meet local aspirations 

and deliver the strategic objectives.” As discussed below this is far from an accurate representation of the content of 

the OBC. 

It is hard to say that the objectives of the project as set out in para. 2.2.1 of the PS would not be desirable outcomes, 

if the scheme were to deliver them in a more effective manner than the alternatives.  These therefore provide a 

useful benchmark against which to judge the project.  We have set out our high level comments on the effectiveness 

of the scheme in meeting these objectives in the table below and, where appropriate, cross reference to the detailed 

assessments that support these conclusions later in this document. 

Table 3.1 The Proposed Scheme Objectives 

No. Objective Comment 

1 To improve regional and local access and 
connectivity by enhancing the resilience of 
the strategic and local network, reducing 
traffic congestion and improving journey 
time reliability for all modes of transport; 

The lack of clear and quantifiable objectives in the application 
that the proposed development is supposed to address makes 
much of the documentation confused and confusing.  E.g. 
without knowing by how much, where and why congestion is 
to be removed from the town centre it is impossible to 
evaluate the success or otherwise of the scheme.  Much is 
made of reductions on Smithfield road but the failure to 
improve the High St of Dogpole is not discussed for instance. 

2 To provide the infrastructure needed to 
facilitate Shrewsbury’s development 
strategy for the Shrewsbury West Urban 
Extension (“SUE”) under Policy CS2 of the 
adopted Core Strategy, by enabling the 
provision of an existing housing allocation 
for 700 new dwellings and the improvement 
of the Local Centre on Welshpool Road; 

If a road is needed to facilitate the SUE this could be the Oxon 
Link Road – as proposed at one time – and does not need to be 
the whole NWRR.   
Equally a truly sustainable extension would not be dependent 
on cars and roads: there are plenty of examples of 
developments that do not require their residents to use cars: 
by definition the SUE is not sustainable if it relies on the 
construction of a new road. 

3 To support the economic growth and 
competitiveness of Shrewsbury and 
Shropshire by enabling the provision of an 
additional 9 – 12 ha of employment land, to 
be used for the potential expansion of Oxon 
Business Park, a business campus and a 
gateway commercial area; 

Suggesting that the scheme will assist with this is questionable 
for several reasons.  First the main economic linkages of 
Shrewsbury are east-west towards Telford and Birmingham 
and the NWRR will have little impact on flows on this route.  
Secondly the evidence that road investment, even where there 
is a marked impact on journey times, has a significant effect on 
economic competitiveness is weak (See Sloman et al 2017).  If 
this were true it would suggest that London, which has worse 
congestion than almost anywhere else in Britain, would be 
struggling economically, while Middlesbrough, which has seen 
a lot of road investment and experiences less congestion, 
would be an economic success.  Clearly the reverse is true. 
Finally, much of Shrewsbury’s vitality can be attributed to its 
quality as a place to live: damaging this in pursuit of elusive 
‘growth’ would be to kill the goose that lays the golden eggs. 

  

https://www.cpre.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2019/11/TfQLZ-ZTheZImpactZofZRoadZProjectsZinZEnglandZ2017.pdf
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No. Objective Comment 

4 To enhance the benefits of other current 
and anticipated transport investment 
schemes, including the A49/A5 Dobbies 
Island junction, the Preston Boats junction, 
the Emstrey roundabout and the Shrewsbury 
Integrated Transport Package (“SITP”); 

The project might increase the resilience of the highway 
network, but will if it does so it will increase the attractiveness 
of cars relative to other transport modes, undermining the 
viability of the bus network and encouraging unsustainable, car 
dependent, patterns of development.  See Objection 3.2 on 
failure to consider alternatives and 3.4 Lack of sensitivity 
analysis on outcomes. 
There is confusion as to whether this is a local distributor (as in 
initial documentation) or a strategic scheme (as now claimed 
to be) - the purported strategic aspect of the road and 
enhanced resilience of the SRN have led to design changes 
such as the removal of the Clayton Way roundabout and the 
move from 50 to 60 mph in order to reduce journey times.  
These changes have significant local impacts (e.g. noise 
(Objection 8.2) and disruption of local networks 
(Objection 3.3)) and there is no attempt to balance these 
against the supposed strategic benefits – again, a lack of clarity 
on objectives has led to this confusion. 

5 To improve road safety and reduce road 
casualties and accidents, in part by reducing 
heavy traffic from unsuitable routes and rat-
running on unsuitable rural roads; 

There is no evaluation as to how increasing the speed limit 
from 50 to 60 mph might affect this.  See Objection 3.4 Lack of 
sensitivity analysis on outcomes 

6 To protect and enhance Shrewsbury’s built 
and natural environment by reducing 
emissions of CO2 and other greenhouse 
gases and minimising the environmental 
impact of the Proposed Scheme; and 

The scheme would increase greenhouse gas emissions 
(Objection 4.1) and the environmental impact would be 
significantly detrimental with no realistic chance of mitigation 
or replacement (Objections 5.1, 5.2,5.3, 5.4, 6.2, 6.3, 6.4, 7.1, 
7.3, 8.1, 8.5, 9.1 and 9.3).  

7 To support sustainable modes of transport, 
particularly by altering the form and function 
of Welshpool Road and by the inclusion of 
the combined footpath / cycle way along the 
Proposed Scheme route. 

The proposals do little to improve public transport, as the main 
bus routes appear to experience little change in traffic (See 
Section 3).  While a cycle route will be provided as part of 
NWRR, the design of this is substandard (Objection 3.3), the 
route will adversely affect a currently well used low traffic cycle 
route out of town and the project will do little for cycling 
elsewhere in the town (See Section 3.4) 

  

Para 2.2.2 of the PS states 

The Planning Assessment provided in Section 4 of this document considers the success of the Proposed 

Scheme in meeting these objectives. The extent and magnitude of benefits and disbenefits resulting from the 

Proposed Scheme are important to understand in order for the planning balance to be assessed. 

Section 4 contains an audit of the scheme against various documents, but nowhere does it present a clear 

assessment of how well or not the scheme meets its objectives.  Our assessment presented in the table above 

suggests that the scheme is very ineffective at meeting these objectives given the very major environmental and 

social impacts it will cause. 

In addition to not meeting the current stated objectives, the forecast traffic figures that are used as the basis for the 

case for the road simply show that the scheme is not appropriately future proofed.  The initial designs for the 

scheme proposed a dual carriageway but this was removed in 1997 on cost grounds.  One surprising feature of the 

PS is that there is no reference to flows on NWRR itself.  This would normally show up as a large increase (from zero) 

on the route and would be reported in the text.  However, this information is shown in a diagram in the Saturn 

Forecast Report, document reference 4177696 Figures 4.1 and 4.2.  This gives an average daily flow of 25,212 
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Passenger Car Units (PCUs)3 on the section between Holyhead Road and Berwick Road, while the section north of 

Berwick Road would carry 22,654 PCUs.  The Congestion Reference Flow is the level of traffic at which peak period 

congestion would become common.  For major single carriageway non-trunk roads it is 23,000 vehicles AADT4.  This 

is not strictly comparable with the figures above because it is expressed as vehicles, not PCUs, but this would only 

have a small impact on the totals.  It is clear that the section between Holyhead Road and Berwick Road would be 

congested by 2037 and the section north of Berwick Road would be approaching the threshold.  From the 

promoter’s viewpoint there may be benefits in advocating a cheaper – single carriageway - link on the basis that it 

will then be easier to obtain funding to dual it later once it becomes apparent that it is unable to cope with the 

traffic using it. 

3.2 Legislative context 
We have set out in a separate document the many ways in which the application is inconsistent with national 

legislation and guidance and with Shropshire Council’s own strategies and policies.  However, it is appropriate to 

provide a short summary of the policy background here.  The PS seeks to present the project as being in line with 

national, regional and local policy documents, through the selection of particular statements and policies which are, 

or appear to be, supportive.  Three key points are apparent. 

Firstly the policy environment has moved on significantly since the OBC was completed in December 2017, 

including through the declaration of a Climate Emergency by Parliament and the government’s adoption of 

the target to achieve net zero carbon emissions by 2050.   

Secondly the project has clearly been under consideration for a very long time and many of the policies 

supporting it were developed in a very different policy environment. 

Thirdly, the road is, at most, marginal to several of the policies quoted as supporting it. 

Meanwhile, the Regulation 19 pre-submission draft of the Shropshire Local Plan does not include an updated Local 

transport Plan.  The assumption of Shropshire Council has clearly been that transport opportunities and constraints 

have no role in determining where development should occur.  This disconnect between the planning of land use 

and transport across the UK has resulted, over many years, in dispersed patterns of development that are hard to 

serve effectively by any mode other than car. 

In light of these points, it would be appropriate to re-evaluate the case for the road before hastily proceeding with a 

premature and rushed planning application. 

3.3 Transport Assessment 
This section of our comments focuses on the likely impact of the proposed road scheme on traffic levels and journey 

times around Shrewsbury. 

We have drawn on information in the: 

Saturn Report TR003b, 4177696. (also known as the ‘Traffic Forecast Update report’) 

Two Transport Assessment documents TR-00001, 4175223 & 4175204. 

Traffic Modelling Report TR002, 4172291. 

 
3 PCU is a measure which converts vehicles of different types into the equivalent of normal cars.  In this model cars and light vans are rated as 

1 PCU, while heavy trucks are weighted at 2.4 PCUs. 
4 Design Manual for Roads and Bridges “TA 46/97 Traffic Flow Ranges for Use in the Assessment of New Rural Roads”  

https://shropshire.gov.uk/media/16749/regulation-19-pre-submission-draft-of-the-shropshire-local-plan.pdf
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Do Something – Do Minimum AADT Traffic Change map Fig 6.3 4171941.5 

As well as data presented in earlier version of TR003 with the outline Business Case in 2017 and the Demand 

Modelling Report TR005 (2018), which was submitted as an adjunct to the OBC but has not been included in 

this planning application. 

The Impact of Road Projects in England, L. Sloman et al, 2017 

This section was compiled by Dave Green on behalf of BeST.  Dave is an experienced energy assessor and advisor and 

is Chair of Midlands Energy professionals.  He has been actively involved in environmental campaigning for over 30 

years, mostly with Shrewsbury Friends of the Earth.  He sat as an Environmental Groups Representative on 

Shropshire Council’s Environment Scrutiny Panel from 2005-2012.  Support has been received from Professor John 

Whitelegg, visiting Professor, School for the Built Environment, John Moores University, and Fellow, Foundation for 

Integrated Transport and Dr Simon Temple BSc Msc PhD, Fellow Chartered Institute of Logistics and Transport. 

3.3.1 Objections 

As a result of the detailed analysis of the applicant’s transport assessment presented in this section, we object to the 

proposed application as follows: 

 
5 This map contains a high level of detail which is only apparent if send electronically and zooming in. We have asked for 
clarification on some of this data from WSP and access to the codes that would make sense of the data in the documents listing 
the data for all roads, 4171914, 4171918, 4171849.  We have only received some minor clarifications. 

https://www.cpre.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2019/11/TfQLZ-ZTheZImpactZofZRoadZProjectsZinZEnglandZ2017.pdf
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3.3.2 Objection 3.1 On the Grounds of the Ineffectiveness of the NWR in Reducing Traffic in 

Shrewsbury 

 

3.3.3 Traffic Figures 

WSP have provided a wealth of data, some of it in terms of AM and PM peak levels, some in Annual Average Daily 

Trips (AADT).  In the two Transport Assessment documents, data is given for a limited range of roads, mostly as peak 

period data.  In the Saturn Forecast Report, document reference 4177696 some wider data is shown, here it is 

mostly shown as AADT.  In Figure 6.3 the ‘Do Something-Do Minimum’ map it is clear that AADT data exists for all 

roads across the town.  This data is included in the reports 4171914, 4171918, 4171849, but only codes are provided 

for each road, not names.  We have asked for the code links so we can analyse this data more fully but that 

information has not been provided at the date of this submission.  We still intend to obtain and review this 

information and so reserve the right to send further submissions about this application.  The roads covered by the 

map but not highlighted in the reports include Town Walls and Sundorne road (increase of up to 500 cars/day), 

Mount Pleasant (increase similar, but only in part), St Michaels St (fall of under 500 cars/day).   

Concerns over the limitations of the modelling have also been raised by Dr Simon Temple, FCILT.  Dr Temple points 

out that there are many choices a potential traveller might make, including whether to travel, where to go, when to 

depart, what mode to use and which route to take and adds that the revised model:  

“only incorporated where to go and, to a limited extent, whether to travel. It did not consider the potential 

impact of the road on public transport or on the time at which people would travel. It is not at all clear that 

the underlying travel data are sufficiently robust to support the calibration of the model. In addition it 

Objection 3.1  On the Grounds of the Ineffectiveness of the NWR in Reducing Traffic in Shrewsbury 

Our conclusions, from studying the data supplied by WSP, is that even without allowing for any inadequacies in 

the modelling, building the NWR would: 

• have very little positive impact on traffic levels in the town centre and most of the existing outer and 

inner rings and rural lanes.  

• would have zero impact on most of the town’s roads.  

• and would have a large negative impact on certain roads, including Berwick Road, the B4380 at Oxon, 

and the A5 on either side of the Churncote Roundabout.   

We have additional concerns about the modelling itself.  There is considerable research showing that road 

scheme models tend to underestimate the level of induced traffic.  We have re-run the data using a modest 5% 

uplift on the roads most affected by the scheme and the impacts are even less impressive.  There is also concern 

that the modelling is only set up to measure a limited number of factors in a complex web. 

We are also concerned that whilst much has been made of the time savings that the scheme would produce, in 

fact these are only modest and again these modest gains would be easily undermined by extra induced traffic. 

There are significant uncertainties in the future projections of traffic flows and it would be appropriate to 

explore the significance of these for the conclusions reached in the business s case and impact assessment.  This 

has not been done: the Applicant has presented a single set of figures and appears to claim that these are the 

only future worth considering. 

Lastly, we have concerns that apart from Welshpool Road no attempt has been made to show how any benefits 

that are realised are made available to public transport or non-motorised road users or locked in so that the 

benefit is more than merely temporary. 

We therefore object to the proposed scheme on the basis that it would not achieve its key objectives and 

indeed, will tie Shrewsbury into continued traffic growth which will in turn lead to calls for yet more road 

improvements.   
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appears that the model was calibrated to match the Department for Transport's expectations, rather than 

being based on an analysis of travel choices in Shrewsbury. 

In any case, the forecasts do not seem to take any account of the following: 

1. Changes in development patterns as a result of some areas becoming more accessible by car. This will 

encourage more suburban, car dependent development, especially in the vicinity of the new road. 

2. The impact on public transport - the new road will make car more attractive relative to bus, leading to 

some transfer from bus to car. This, in turn, would affect the viability of some bus routes and may lead to the 

operator reducing service levels or increasing fares. This would then lead to more passengers switching to car 

or ceasing to travel. Any service reductions or fare increases would particularly affect disadvantaged 

members of society including the elderly, people with disabilities and those on low incomes, as they may have 

no alternative to the bus.  

Both these issues mean that the assessment will underestimate car use and the negative impact of the 

project on sustainable travel modes.”  By email 22.4.21, full email attached as Appendix A  

This under estimation of induced traffic is a common problem with traffic models and is of particular concern for 

Shrewsbury Town Centre.  If traffic levels were to fall on Smithfield Road by say 25%, that would act as in 

inducement for drivers to cut through town by car when they would otherwise have shopped more locally, gone by 

another route or used another mode of transport.  There is a substantial population for whom using the NWR would 

involve going out of town, round on the NWR and then back into their destination, this includes people living in 

Greenfields, Castlefields, Copthorne etc.  We have therefore included an alternative set of traffic figures allowing for 

a modest extra 5% of induced traffic. 

The model baseline year is taken as 2017 as that is when the model was developed.  There are then two sets of 

predictive data given, in the Planning Application these are 2023 for the road opening, and 2038.  In the Outline 

Business Case these figures were given for 2022 and 2037.  For each of the years 2023 and 2038 two sets of figures 

are provided: 

• ‘Do Minimum’ which allows for existing traffic, plus an allowance for general growth and some changes 

expected from developments that are certain or almost certain to go ahead. 

• ‘Do Something’ then gives the predicted figures if the North West Road is built.  Savings are then quoted as 

the difference between the ‘Do Minimum’ and ‘Do Something’ figures.   

As 2023 is fairly close the difference between the Do Minimum figure and today’s traffic is assumed to be very small, 

but when we get to 2038 the Do Minimum figure is already considerable higher than current levels, typically around 

13.5%6 at peak times.  

There are four levels of data we wish to draw attention to, 

1. Baseline data, which we are taking as being the 2023 ‘Do Minimum’; 

2. The ‘Do Something’ data for 2038 (i.e. if the NWR is built) as compared to the ‘Do Minimum’ for 2038; 

3. The ‘Do Something’ data for 2038 compared to the baseline; and 

4. The Do Something’ data for 2038 plus a modest 5% allowance for additional induced traffic, not accounted 

for in WSP’s model. 

 
6 We’ve calculated the 13.5% figure by comparing the Do Minimum figures for 2023 and 2038 for 27 roads where sufficient 
information has been provided by WSP.  The figures vary from 5% (A5 Edgebold to Emstrey) to 37%, (Battlefield Rd.) 
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The data given below in the maps in Section 3.4.1 is detailed in Sections 3.4.2 onwards.  All flows are given as AADT, 

which is a total expected flow for an average day, except for Berwick Road & Huffley Lane for which only peak flow 

data has been made available. 
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Figure 3.1 2038 traffic according to WSP, with the NWR compared to traffic in 2023 without the NWR 
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Figure 3.2 2038 traffic according to WSP with the NWR, plus an allowance of 5% for extra induced traffic not allowed for, compared to traffic in 2023 without the NWR 
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Table 3.2 Town Centre Traffic – AADT flows7 

 Welsh Bridge Smithfield road High St English Bridge Chester St Castle St 

WSP Map 
refs 1a out 1b in 2a East 2b West 3a 4a In 4b out 5a N 5b S 6a 

2023 Do min 104271 9386 10579 9696 4351 9880 8238 7280 5674 7272 

2038 With 
NWR 96742 7524 8337 9060 4252 10984 8479 6201 5135 7294 

Increase -753 -1862 -2242 -636 -99 +1104 +241 -1079 -539 +22 

% Increase -7% -20% -21% -7% -2% +11% +3% -15% -9% 0% 

Average 2 
way changes 
2023-38  -14%  -14%   +7%  -12% 0% 

Compared 
to 2038 do 
min3 -16% -25% -24% -17% 4%4 0% -4% -24% -21% -4% 

2038 With 
NWR +5% 10158 7900 8754 9513 4465 11533 8903 6511 5392 7659 

Increase -269 -1486 -1825 -183 +114 +1653 +665 -769 -282 +387 

% Increase -3% -16% -17% -2% +3% +17% +8% -11% -5% +5% 

Average 2 
way 2023-38 
inc +5%  -9%  -10%   +12%  -8% +5% 

Note 1 these figures are derived from Do Minimum 2023 Fig 4.1  

Note 2, these figures are derived by taking the Do Minimum in Fig 4.2 and deducting the reduction figure or adding where there 

is an increase. 

Note 3,These are the reductions WSP quote. 

Note 4,  The High St figures have a lower Do Minimum in 2038 than in 2023.  

It can be seen that, in 2038, traffic levels in Smithfield Road and Welsh Bridge will only be 14% lower than current, 

that’s one car in seven.  Allowing for some extra induced traffic takes these figures down to 10%.  The traffic over 

English Bridge actually rises by 7% according to WSP, 12% if the +5% is included.  

This extract from WSP’s Fig 6.3 (The Do Something-Do Minimum map) also shows extra traffic on Town Walls and 

the High Street that is not mentioned anywhere else in the application. 

Figure 3.3 Town centre extract from Chapter 6, Fig 6.3 

(report reference 4171923) 

Note these figures are compared to Do Minimum, not to 

current levels. 

 

  

 
7 These data come from Figures 4.1 and 4.2 in the Saturn Forecast Report, document reference 4177696 
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Table 3.3 West of Town – AADT flows8 

 The Mount Welshpool Rd 
Montford  
Bridge Rd 

B4380 by 
Oxon 

WSP Map refs 7a W 7b E W E W E 2 way 

2023 Do min 3441 3603 5496 3103 3153 2673 5976 

2038 With NWR 2938 3172 4882 3420 1744 1691 9310 

Increase -503 -431 -614 +317 -1409 -982 +3334 

% Increase -15% -12% -11% +10% -45% -37% +56% 

Average 2 way changes  
2023-38   -13%  0%  -41%  

Compared to 2038 Do Min -27% -22% -30% -9% -57% -43% +108%1 

2038 With NWR +5% 3085 3331 5126 3591 1831 1776 9776 

Increase -356 -272 -370 +488 -1322 -897 +3800 

% Increase -10% -8% -7% +16% -42% -34% +64% 

Average 2 way changes  
2023-38 inc +5%  -9%  4%  -38% +64% 

Note 1 Table 5-8 shows the Do Minimum falling on B4380 from 5,976 in 2023 to 4,462 in 2038. 

According to WSP’s figures Welshpool Road sees a decrease Westbound but an increase Eastbound, in 2 way flows 

these cancel each other out.  With the extra induced traffic Eastbound sees a 16% increase. 

The Mount sees a modest drop of 13%, one car in 7, but with only 5% extra induced traffic this falls below 10%. 

We feel the figures for the B4380 through Montford Bridge are particularly optimistic.  This will become an attractive 

shortcut to join the NWR at the Oxon roundabout, especially if there are 

any delays at the Churncote roundabout.  

Figure 3.4 West of Town extract from Chapter 6, Fig 6.3  (report 

reference 4171923) 

 

Note, these figures are compared to Do Minimum, not to current levels. 

 
Significant extra traffic can also be seen on the A458 outside the ring road, heading west to Welshpool and on the 

B4386 to Montgomery.  

 
8 This data comes from Figs 4.1 & 4.2 of the Saturn Forecast Report, document reference 4177696, apart from the B4380 data 
that comes from Table 5-8 of the Transport Assessment (pg7 of 2nd pdf).  See Table 3.4.1` for explanation of how the data was 
derived. 
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Table 3.4 North of Town – AADT flows9 

 Bage Way Ellesmere Rd 
Berwick Road 

(am&pm peaks) 
Huffley Lane  

(am&pm peaks) 

 N S N S   

2023 Do Min  10911 12264 7930 6364 157 854 

2038 With NWR 11029 12479 7059 6342 447 717 

Increase +118 +215 -871 -22 +290 -137 

% Increase +1% +2% -11% 0% +185% -16% 

Average 2 way changes 
2023-38  +1.5%  -6% 

+185% -16% 

Compared to 2038 Do Min -13% -10% -24% -12% +160% -28.5% 

2038 With NWR +5% 11580 13103 7412 6659 455 760 

Increase +669 +839 -518 +295 +298 -94 

% Increase +6% +7% -7% +5% +190% -11% 

Average 2 way changes 
2023-38 inc +5%  +6.5%  -1% 

 
+190% 

 
-11% 

 

Ellesmere Road shows a modest drop of 6% according to WSP, but with the added 5% this falls to just 1%. 

Traffic on Bage Way goes up though not substantially. 

Berwick Road is a real concern.  We have not been able to access the AADT for this road but Fig6.3 indicates that 

most of the road will see an increase of over 1,000 vehicles/day and we have been informed by WSP the figure is 

actually an extra 1,768 vehicles/day in 2023 for the section West of Corporation Lane (email from Martin Withington 

21.4.21).  This will become a major route into town and the junction details provided by WSP show the Berwick Road 

roundabout as being the only one with a signpost to the railway station on the whole ring road, so this could easily 

be an underestimate.  Berwick Road is currently a popular route with cyclists and runners as it currently provides one 

of the few relatively low trafficked routes out of town. The additional traffic created on this route and the poor 

crossing provision for vulnerable users at the NWR junction will mean a significant loss of accessibility. 

The increase in traffic on Berwick Rd appears to reduce when you get close to the Coton Hill junction, we have been 

informed the figure here is plus 411 vehicles/day in 2023 (ibid).  The explanation given by WSP is that this is due to a 

substantial amount of traffic from the Corporation Lane area heading out to and coming in from the NWR rather 

than using Coton Hill or Ellesmere Rd.  This however implies around 340 extra vehicles a day trying to turn right onto 

Berwick Road out of Coton Crescent (1768-411 divided by 2).   

We are particularly concerned about any extra traffic on the Berwick Rd/Coton Hill junction, especially as any traffic 

coming down Ellesmere Rd from Greenfields or Herongate and wanting to turn right onto Berwick Rd blocks all the 

traffic heading straight into town.  This issue will be exacerbated with the planned extra housing to the west of 

Ellesmere Rd south of the Old River Bed.  The traffic modelling data for the Berwick Road/Ellesmere Road junction 

does not appear to correspond with the significant increase in traffic expected to be using Berwick Road or the 

difficulty of turning right onto Berwick Road from the North.  

We are also extremely puzzled by the calculation that whilst the two-way traffic on Berwick Rd at the Coton Hill end 

goes up by 411 vehicles a day, the traffic on Ellesmere Rd and Coton Hill heading North show considerable 

reductions (the change heading South is much lower which is also puzzling).  This implies a very heavy fall in traffic 

heading North through the Coton Hill junction. 

 
9 This data comes from Figs 4.1 & 4.2 in the Saturn Forecast Report, document reference 4177696 except for Berwick Rd & 

Huffley Lane for which only peak hour data is available, so Figs 5.3 – 5.6 from the Transport Assessment have been used instead. 
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A further major concern is the impact on other roads in the North of Shrewsbury. The Saturn Forecast Report, 

document reference 4177696 traffic data shows that by 2038 traffic on the Battlefield Link Road will have increased 

by 3,000 vehicles/day each way because of the NWR.  However, there are predicted to be 13,000 vehicles/day each 

way on the NWR by then.  Some of these are diverted from Huffley Lane, though the figures in Table 3.4.3 indicate 

this is not massive.  Where do the rest of the other 10,000 vehicles/day each way go to or come from?  Whilst some 

will go north to Ellesmere, where an increase of over 1,000 vehicles per day is identified, a large proportion will be 

going onto Harlescott Lane or Knights Way, this data is not given in the Transport Assessment.  However, Fig 6.3 

shows that Harlescott Lane will see an increase of over 1,000 vehicles per day, for its whole length across to 

Whitchurch Road.  This data should be identified.  Given the level crossing and other constraints it would be 

anticipated that congestion in this area would increase significantly.  

 

Figure 3.5 North of town extract from Chapter 6, Fig 6.3. 

(report reference 4171923) 

Note, these figures are against Do Minimum, not against 

current levels. 

 

 

 

 

Extra traffic can also be seen on Sundorne Road and parts of Mount Pleasant.   

It has not been explained why the Eastern end of Huffley Lane goes up by over 1,000 vehicles/day but the rest of it 

goes down by the same amount, where do those 2,000 + vehicles/day disappear to?  We also do not see how the 

traffic on Huffley Lane can reduce by over 1,000 vehicles/day when the reductions given for the AM & PM peaks in 

2023 only amount to 215 vehicles (see Figs 5.3 & 5.4 in Transport Assessment 1st pdf).   

According to the model the peak traffic on Huffley Lane in 2038 would only be 137 vehicles/day lower than current 

levels (16%, or 11% with added induced traffic).  As the effect of the NWR falls the further you get away from it, falls 

on other roads leading off from Huffley Lane will see smaller reductions, thus the NWR will not provide any 

significant relief to the lanes NW of Shrewsbury through Fitz, Ruyton XI Towns etc.  Interestingly this has not been 

covered in the Transport Assessment, presumably because the evidence does not support the claims that these 

roads would see significant relief if the NWR was built.  
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Table 3.5 A5/A49 Ring (South and west) – AADT flows10 

 

N of 
Churncote 

Churncote 
to B385 

B385 to 
A488 

A488 to 
Dobbies 

Dobbies to 
A458 

2023 Do Min  18971 28625 34309 40603 47851 

2038 With NWR 23779 39329 38085 42038 50561 

Increase +4808 +10704 +3776 +1435 +2710 

Average 2 way changes 2023-38 +25% +37% +11% +4% +6% 

Compared to 2038 Do Min +4% +14.5% -5% -10.5% -9% 

2038 With NWR +5% 24968 41295 39989 44140 53089 

Increase +5997 +12670 +5680 +3537 +5238 

Average 2 way changes 2023-38  
inc +5% +32% +44% +17% +9% +11% 

 

The stretch of the A5 either side of Churncote roundabout is of particular concern but it can be seen that traffic is 

actually predicted to be higher on all these sections of the A5 in 2038 than it is now.  This negates the case made by 

WSP that the NWR would reduce pressure on the A5. 

It is unclear why the amount of extra traffic on the A5 drops from over 1,000 vehicles/day south of the B4380 

junction to under 500/day north of it (point X on map below).  If the traffic in the rural lanes through Ruyton was 

reducing significantly you would expect this section of the A5 up to Shotatton to see a significant increase and this is 

not shown. 

 

 

Figure 3.6 A5 South and West Extract from 

Chapter 6 Fig 6.3  (report reference 4171923) 

 

Note, these figures are against Do Minimum, not 

against current levels. 

 

 

  

 
10 These data come from Figs 4.1 and 4.2 of the Saturn Forecast Report, document reference 4177696.  Shown as average of the 2 way flows 

to simplify data, most flows are fairly close in each direction. 
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Table 3.6 A5/A49 Ring (South and east) – AADT flows11 

 

A458 to 
Emstrey 

Emstrey to 
Preston 

Preston to 
B5062 

B5062 to 
Battlefield 

Battlefield 
Link  

2023 Do Min  37026 44332 31212 20825 16456 

2038 With NWR 37605 43738 30668 21857 27368 

Increase +579 -594 -544 +1032 +10912 

Average 2 way change 
 2023-38 +2% -1% -2% +5% +66% 

Compared to 2038 Do Min -11% -11.5% -13.5% -4.5% +31% 

2038 With NWR +5% 39485 45925 32201 22950 28736 

Increase +2459 +1593 +989 +2125 +12280 

Average 2 way changes 
2023-38 inc +5% +7% +4% +3% +10% +75% 

 

From Emstrey to the B5062 there are modest falls according to WSP’s data, whilst the Battlefield link shows a large 

increase this is from a lower base than the other sections.   

With a modest increase in induced traffic all sections see an increase and the Battlefield link is now up 75%.  The 

Sundorne Roundabout can be a problem at peak times, the NWR will apparently do nothing to alleviate this.  

We find it interesting that the traffic flows are 50% higher south of the Sundorne Rd roundabout (the B5062) than 

north of it, indicating a high level of local traffic on the A49 east of Shrewsbury.   

Table 3.7 The NWR Itself – AADT flows12 

 

Churncote to 
Holyhead 

Holyhead to 
Berwick 

Berwick to 
Ellesmere 

 E W E W N S 

2023 8369 9995 11972 13036 11151 11032 

2038 9616 11747 14012 15172 13240 12942 

Increase +1247 +1752 +2040 +2136 +2089 +1910 

% Increase +15% +18% +17% +16% +19% +17% 

Average 2 way flow 
increase 2023-38  +16.5%  16.5%  +18% 

Compared to 2038 Do Min n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

2038 + 5% 10097 12334 14713 15931 13902 13589 

Increase +1728 +2339 +2741 +2895 +2751 +2557 

% Increase +21% +23% +23% +22% +25% +23% 

Average 2 way flow 
increase 2023-38 inc 5%  +22%  +22.5%  +24% 

 

Traffic is forecast to increase substantially on the NWR in its first 15 years of life, by around 17%, with a modest 

amount of extra induced traffic this could easily be 23%.   

 
11 These data come from Figs 4.1 and 4.2 of the Saturn Forecast Report, document reference 4177696.  Shown as average of the 2 way flows 

to simplify data, most flows are fairly close in each direction. 

12 These data come from Figs 4.1 and 4.2 of the Saturn Forecast Report, document reference 4177696.  Shown as average of the 2 way flows 

to simplify data, most flows are fairly close in each direction. 
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We find it of interest that the Holyhead Rd to Berwick Rd section is by far the busiest, showing how much of the 

traffic using the NWR would be local.   

3.3.4 Journey Times  

Much of the economic case for the road has been based on time savings.  Table 4-3 in the Transport Assessment 

clearly shows that time saved on existing routes will be minimal, with traffic through the Smithfield road route saving 

an average of 1.4 minutes at peak time and only 0.5 minutes inter peak in 2023.  This saving could easily be eroded 

by extra induced traffic, especially as no effort has been made to lock in benefits on this route. 

There are greater savings shown for those choosing to use the NWR, quoted as between 7 and 10 minutes (Saturn 

Forecast Report, document reference 4177696 Sect 4.3.2).  But this assumes that the vehicle is starting at one end of 

the NWR and finishing at the other.  Many of the vehicles using the NWR will have to make a diversion to get to it 

and another one when they leave it, substantially reducing the time benefits for many users.  Also, again any 

increase in induced traffic will further reduce these time savings.  The Churncote roundabout would see greatly 

increased traffic levels and the predicted flows on the NWR are already reaching the capacity for a 60mph single 

carriageway road by 2038 indicating that delays at the roundabouts could become common.  

Additionally, according to the report, The Impact of Road Projects in England:  

“There is an extensive literature critiquing the way in which conventional appraisal methodology places too 

much emphasis on small notional time savings, which, when multiplied by a large number of vehicles, yield 

apparent large aggregate time savings which are supposed to allow more productive work to be carried out 

and more valuable leisure to be had (but in practice probably have little if any effect for each individual). 

Data presented in the 2015 meta-analysis suggests that median journey time savings arising from road 

schemes are of the order of 1.5 minutes during peak periods (based on 40 road schemes for which pre- and 

post-completion data are available), and 1 minute during the inter-peak / off-peak (based on 30 schemes). 

These time savings are trivial, and it is highly problematic that cost-benefit analysis places such weight on 

journey time savings, while giving very little weight, or in some cases, no weight at all, to important 

environmental and social factors (including carbon emissions, air quality, noise, landscape impacts, 

severance, effects on the viability of public transport, accessibility etc.)” 

The Impact of Road Projects in England, L. Sloman et al, 2017 pg 50 

Elsewhere we discuss alternative measures that could help to reduce traffic levels across the town in a sustainable 

way, those measures could lead to real time savings and improved quality of life.  

3.3.5 Omissions and Errors 

• 1, There are serious doubts about the inability of the modelling to take into account complex decisions as to 

trips made, when, where to, and the mode of transport used as well as the simple metric of routes which has 

been used. 

• 2, There are serious questions over whether the issue of induced traffic has been adequately addressed. 

• 3, Some of the results of the model are distinctly odd, such as the change in traffic levels half-way along 

Huffley Lane in Chapter 6 Fig 6.3, these odd results have not been addressed. 

• 4, the concentration on comparisons between the Do Something and Do Minimum figures with no reference 

back to current levels of traffic hide the true impact of the road.  

• 5, The main Transport assessment concentrates on just a few roads.  There is much more data available as 

part of the application, but it is in a coded form.  We have asked for access to the codes repeatedly so we 

can identify which road is which, but this has not been supplied.   

• 6, There are no mechanisms suggested for ensuring any reduction in traffic levels that is achieved is 

prioritised for public transport, cyclists or pedestrians, and no means are identified for locking in these 

benefits.  This means that any benefits that do arise will only be short lived.  

https://www.cpre.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2019/11/TfQLZ-ZTheZImpactZofZRoadZProjectsZinZEnglandZ2017.pdf
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3.4 Consideration of Alternatives 

3.4.1 Introduction 

This section of our comments focuses on the failure of the proposed road scheme to consider alternatives to building 

a new road. 

This includes reviews of: 

Environmental Statement (ES) Chapter 4 Alternatives 

Transport Assessment (TA) Parts 1 and 2 

Welshpool Road drawings 1-7 

ES Chapter 16 Population and Human Health 

Other sources: 

Hereford Transport Strategy Review November 2020 (ref in the public domain?)  

Department for Transport (DfT) “Decarbonising Transport – Setting the Challenge 2020 

Welsh Government – Wales Transport Strategy March 2021 

Shropshire Council Local Transport Plan 3 (LTP3), 2011-26 

In the text below we have organised our comments under two headings 

1. Objections 

In this section we set out our grounds for objecting to the scheme by identifying key impacts and conflicts with 

local, regional and national policy/guidance. 

2. Observation, errors and omissions 

In this section we present other observations and any errors/omissions we have identified in the documentation. 

Comments in this section were prepared by Emma Bullard, Shropshire Council Workplace Travel Officer 2004-8 and 

Promotions Manager, Shrewsbury Cycling Town Project 2008-11.   

3.4.2 Objections 

3.4.3 Objection 3.2 - Failure to consider alternatives to building a new road. 

 

Objection 3.2 Failure to consider alternatives to building a new road 

On previous occasions when the road has been considered there has been an appraisal of non-road options. The 

most recent was in 2000-2003, as described in the Outline Business Case (OBC)   

This time, despite marked changes in the climate and the policy climate, there is no thorough or recent 

consideration of alternatives to building a new road.  This goes against the council's LTP3 and contrasts with a 

recent transport strategy review in Herefordshire, which takes a very different approach.   

Chapter 4 of the ES entitled “Alternatives”, only considers alternative routes for the road.  

There is already a traffic management programme under way, the Shrewsbury Integrated Transport Package (SITP) 

which should have been completed and monitored before any decision was made to proceed with a road.   

http://councillors.herefordshire.gov.uk/documents/s50085035/Appendix%20A%20-%20Hereford%20Transport%20Strategy%20Review%20-%20Technical%20Report.pdf
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Context 

The ES is supposed to be a complete document which includes “a description of the reasonable alternatives 

studied which are relevant to the proposed development and its specific characteristics” (see also Statutory 

Instrument 2011 No.1824 Schedule 4 which requires that an Environmental Statement should contain: “An 

outline of the main alternatives studied by the applicant or appellant and an indication of the main reasons for 

the choice made, taking into account the environmental effects.”) this indicates that the ES is incomplete.  The 

same guidance confirms that the ES must be complete – e.g.  “To ensure the completeness and quality of the 

Environmental Statement, the developer must ensure that it is prepared by competent experts.”  By failing to 

include consideration of a reasonable range of alternatives, or alternatively by failing to fully report on the 

alternatives that were considered, the ES is incomplete, and so not compliant with the requirements of an 

Environmental Statement. 

Local Transport Plan 3 

Shropshire Council's current Local Transport Plan LTP3 (2011-26) sets out a hierarchy of measures for traffic 

management.  For some reason this is not mentioned in the TA 2.4.8 where LTP3 is covered.   

LTP 3 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 manage the network more effectively. 

 • 3rd.-Targeted capacity improvements at junctions. 

• 4th.- Road widening. 

• 5th.- New road links or bypasses. 

With such an expensive and environmentally damaging road scheme, alternatives should have been considered as 

set out in the LTP3.   
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Shrewsbury Integrated Transport Plan (SITP) 

Shropshire Council currently has a traffic management package which it has not yet completed: the SITP.  

https://www.shropshire.gov.uk/roads-and-highways/shrewsbury-integrated-transport-package-sitp/whats-included-

in-the-sitp/ 

The SITP should have been completed and monitored to see if it succeeded in its aim to reduce congestion, before 

any new roads were proposed. 

Capacity improvements at junctions have been constructed (3rd in the LTP hierarchy) but not the network 

management (2nd) which was due to include "smart" systems to send traffic round the inner ring road (old A5) where 

the junction improvements were done in preparation, instead of through the town centre.   

Enhancements to the public realm in the town centre have also been carried out. 

However, investment in public transport, car sharing schemes etc (1st in hierarchy) are not planned as part of this 

‘integrated’ transport package.  Enhancements to pedestrian and cycle links, and improvements to pedestrian 

wayfinding (1st in the hierarchy ) which are included in SITP have not been carried out.  (The cycle proposals put 

forward in the SITP should in any case be redesigned as they do not comply with best practice.  When this was raised 

with Shropshire Council we were informed that these elements were awaiting CiL funding and that further 

consultation would happen later). 

Hereford Transport Strategy Review (HTSR November 2020)  

A useful contrast has been provided by Herefordshire Council which recently reviewed a proposed bypass scheme.   

This review (by the same consultant) takes a very different approach to the Applicant's case for the NWR, which is 

only concerned with how to deliver the road.   

Herefordshire's situation is comparable to Shropshire's, in terms of planned future development, CO2 emissions from 

transport (about 35% of the county's emissions in both cases) and potential for increased levels of cycling and 

walking in the county town.  Both Hereford and Shrewsbury have pockets of relatively high deprivation.   

The climate emergency is one of four themes underlying the Hereford strategy, along with economy, environment 

and society.  All four themes are considered in detail to explore the implications of different options for investment 

in transport infrastructure.  A number of road options are included.   

This gives a more balanced assessment of the impacts of building roads, and includes for example the knock-on 

financial cost of the environmental damage (e.g.  pollutants removed by vegetation are estimated to save £1.1bn in 

avoided health costs nationally (Office for National Statistics 2019, cited in HTSR).  In contrast, the OBC for the NWR 

does not include any costs of the environmental impact in its benefits to cost ratio. 

Alternatives to building the road are clearly popular and have always been. 

The application is supported by the NWRR Outline Business Case (OBC) 2017 which references, and quotes from, the 

Shrewsbury NWRR Public Consultation Report no. 1051/14/4 (Mouchel Parkman, July 2003). This is an important 

document because the people of Shrewsbury have not been consulted about non-road options since the mid 2000s.  

The Applicant in their OBC describes the 2003 survey results in a way that exaggerates the support for building a 

NWRR. It is true that 59% of respondents agreed with ‘Build more roads e.g. a North West Relief Road’. However, a 

closer examination of the data reveals that other options were far more popular with the public. Table 27 (OBC p84) 

shows that ‘Build more roads e.g. a North West Relief Road?’ was in fact fifth out of seven favourite options. If those 

who disagreed are deducted from those who agreed, net results show a positive margin of only 29% compared with 

77% for ‘Improve public transport services and facilities’, and much higher public support for improving active 

https://www.shropshire.gov.uk/roads-and-highways/shrewsbury-integrated-transport-package-sitp/whats-included-in-the-sitp/
https://www.shropshire.gov.uk/roads-and-highways/shrewsbury-integrated-transport-package-sitp/whats-included-in-the-sitp/
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transport modes for walking and cycling. This makes ‘Build more roads e.g. a North West Relief Road’ one of the 

least popular options.  

The Table below takes Table 27 from the OBC report and adds an extra column on the right: 

Table 3.8 Attitudes to dealing with transport problems (2003)* 

Attitudes to dealing with transport problems (2003) % agree 
or 

strongly 
agree 

% disagree 
or strongly 

disagree 

Net agree or 
strongly agree 

minus    disagree 
or strongly 

disagree 

It is important to deal with the transport problems of NW 
Shrewsbury and the town centre 

78% 11% 67% 

The best way to deal with the problems is: 

• Improve public transport services and facilities? 

82% 5% 77% 

• Improve footpaths/crossing points for pedestrians?  77% 5% 72% 

• Create more cycle paths and cycle lanes? 64% 13% 51% 

• People should use their cars less 59% 19% 40% 

• Build more roads eg a North West Relief Road? 58% 29% 29% 

• Increase charges for car parking in the town centre? 26% 53% -27% 

• Do nothing? 8% 73% -65% 

* We have added a column on the right to show the net agreement/disagreement.  This provides a clearer view of the balance of public 

attitudes at that time than the Applicant’s sole focus on the % agreeing. 

The Options Assessment Report OAR acknowledges that there were higher levels of support for other solutions than 

the NWR but, as seen in the final column of the table above, some of these had more than twice as much net 

support.   

More detailed consideration of this issue can be found in the objection submitted by Sustainable Transport 

Shropshire. This gives further evidence of the public support for the hierarchy of measures in LTP3. The applicant has 

ignored this level of public support in the current proposal. 

Sustainable transport and Shropshire Council 

The County Council and Unitary Council pursued measures including investment in walking, cycling and public 

transport to a limited extent when external funding was available (Sustrans Connect2 in 2007 – 12; Cycling Towns 

project 2008-11; Local Sustainable Transport Fund 2011-15).  These projects were intended to help kickstart a 

significant increase in cycling and walking levels, and funding was awarded partly because of the potential for 

Shrewsbury to achieve this based on its topography and demographics.   

However, since 2015 Shropshire Council's administration has shown no interest in building on the achievements of 

these schemes, as illustrated by the facts that: 

• There has been no officer at Shropshire Council with experience of, and a brief for, walking and cycling as 
transport.  We note that one has now been appointed, to start work in May 2021, too late to contribute to 
the consideration of the proposed road scheme. 

• The current planning application contains no proper appraisal of non-road alternatives. 

• LTP4 has not been produced and the Local Plan Review is extremely weak on issues of active travel.  It 

speaks only of “encouraging” and “promoting”, with no measures to, for instance, protect land for future 

active travel networks.   

• Car-dependent developments continue to proliferate even within the boundary of Shrewsbury. 
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Recent evidence for the popularity of non-road measures includes:  

• Responses to the Shrewsbury Big Town Plan survey on partial closure of the town centre to traffic during 

Covid lockdown  

• Much increased levels of walking and cycling in response to the quieter roads during lockdown  

• National Travel Attitudes (NTA) Survey Wave 4, October 2020 

In the NTA survey 40% of people surveyed said they were walking and cycling more often than before the pandemic; 

and almost all of these thought they would continue to walk and cycle more.   

Reasons for objection 

As outlined above, in accordance with the current LTP, Shropshire Council is supposed to explore and invest in all the 

alternatives before opting for road building schemes.  The planning application pays lip service to alternatives but 

there is no built in commitment to these measures that should be invested in before any commitment to road 

building is made.  A typical example of references to sustainable transport modes in the planning documents is as 

follows:  

In the longer term this could facilitate the introduction of car-free areas and other sustainable transport modes.  TA 

summary 9.2.2 

The mention of "in the longer term" is to misunderstand the situation.  Evidence from other road schemes shows 

that changes to support sustainable transport (for example reallocation of space on Smithfield Road) have to be 

made at the same time as the new road is built, if traffic is not to build up again. 

There are many vague references such as TA 9.2.2, saying that the scheme could lead to better conditions for 

sustainable transport.  This appears to be based purely on the assumption that traffic levels will fall in the town 

centre., as no demand management measures are included.  This is not demonstrated in the information provided.  

As described elsewhere (Section 3.3.3) information on most roads in the town centre have not been presented in the 

planning application (although this has been requested from WSP and not supplied at this point), and some will have 

higher levels of traffic if the road is built (e.g.  English Bridge).  Traffic levels will fall on Smithfield Road but no 

measures are planned which will keep the traffic levels low.   

Some 25 years ago when the NW road proposal was put forward, the potential of sustainable travel to contribute to 

the health and economy of Shrewsbury was clearly understood.  There was also an understanding that to fulfil this 

potential these measures needed to be planned and invested in alongside any road.  

“Any reduction in traffic congestion as a result of the NWRR should be exploited to allow better provision to 

be made for cyclists, pedestrians and buses.  Detailed consideration needs to be given for this.”  (County 

Structure Plan Review of the NWRR, Jan 1997 sect 4.6) 

Welshpool Road in the "Sustainable Urban Extension" is the only part of the scheme where traffic-calming measures 

are proposed.  As described in Objection 3.3 below these measures are very unattractive for walking and cycling and 

are unlikely to encourage increased levels of active travel.   

In the Hereford Transport Strategy section on society, consideration is given to the health crisis caused by physical 

inactivity (most easily remedied by enabling regular walking and cycling – see note below) and "transport poverty " - 

meaning that those without use of a car are denied access to employment and leisure services where the only access 

is by car.  This can become a vicious circle where more provision for cars leads to more ("induced") traffic making bus 

services less attractive and viable.   

https://shrewsburybigtownplan.org/news/support-for-reducing-traffic/
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/national-travel-attitudes-study-wave-4-final
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Reading the Hereford Transport Strategy is to make one aware of the very narrow road -focussed approach taken by 

the promoters of the proposed scheme. 

If we prioritise reducing carbon, ensuring biodiversity net gain and improving public health, as in Hereford, (arguably 

three of the greatest priorities for our welfare, and certainly important considerations) the proposed scheme would 

not have a leg to stand on and would be abandoned as the Hereford Western Bypass has been.   

Note 1 

Public Health England 2018: “Cycling and walking for individual and population health benefits,”, Executive Summary 

:  The UK Chief Medical Officers’ guidance for adults includes 150 minutes of moderate intensity activity a week, and 

that the easiest way to achieve this is through daily activity such as walking and cycling 

3.4.4 Objection 3.3 - Design of new cycle infrastructure fails to meet standards to which Shropshire 

Council has committed. 

 

Context 

Relevant legislation and guidance 

NPPF environmental and social objectives 

SamDEV environmental criteria 

Declaration of climate emergency UK/Shropshire 

The planning application states that construction of the Proposed Scheme (PS) will bring improvements for all modes 

of transport.  TA Section 7, Objective 7 is to "support sustainable modes of transport" and it mentions the changes 

on Welshpool Road and the shared path alongside the NWR.   

This Objection deals with cycling, which has potential to replace many short car journeys in Shrewsbury.  Some of 

the comments below will also apply to people walking on any shared cycling/walking paths.   

In the past year the Department for Transport (DfT) has published documents setting out its intention to enable 

cycling to be one of the automatic choices for short local journeys. 

The main references are: 

Decarbonising Transport – Setting the Challenge 

Gear Change – A Bold Vision for Cycling and Walking 

LTN1/20 guidance for cycle infrastructure design.   

Shropshire Council has committed to implementing LTN 1/20 in new schemes.  LTN 1/20 14.1.2 states:  

"Appropriate cycle facilities should be provided within all new and improved highways in accordance with 

the guidance contained in this document " 

Objection 3.3 - Design of new cycle infrastructure fails to meet standards to which Shropshire Council has 

committed. 

The proposed new cycle infrastructure will not improve conditions for cycling.  In some locations it will make 

them worse, and it does not comply with the LTN 1/20 guidance adopted by Shropshire Council in September 

2020. 

It does not meet Objective 7 in the Transport Assessment.   
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Routes and networks should be "coherent, direct, safe, attractive and comfortable" (14.3.5 and Chapter 4) 

Another principle of LTN1/20 is that cycle routes should be inclusive and usable by young, old, less confident and 

disabled cyclists.  The comments below apply to everyone cycling, including these groups. 

Reasons for Objection 

In regard to the proposed scheme there are three parts of the scheme that should comply with LTN 1/20: 

1. Shared use walking/cycling path alongside the new road (new highway scheme) including the roundabout 

on Berwick Road 

2. Welshpool Road traffic calming and foot/cycle links in the area (highway improvements).  At its eastern end 

where Welshpool Road joins Shelton Road there are changes to the NCN 81 and these are dealt with in a 

separate section 

3. National Cycle Network Route 81 at Welshpool Road/Shelton junction (highway improvements) 

1.  Shared use path on the new north west road 

The proposed path alongside the road will be neither attractive, safe nor comfortable.  Cycling directly next to 

60 mph traffic with many HGVs is none of these things.  Particularly on the long viaduct there will be a risk of gusts of 

wind making vehicles and cyclists swerve.  There is no protection between the foot/cycleway and carriageway.  The 

"vehicle restraint system"(TA Figure 4.2) is outside the highway boundary and provides no protection for cyclists if a 

vehicle leaves the carriageway and crosses the cycleway.   

LTN 1/20 Table 6.1 specifies that 2m is the absolute minimum safe distance between people on bicycles and 60 mph 

traffic, and ideally new schemes should provide 2.5m separation.  The design of the proposed NWR includes a 0.5m 

separation, which makes clear that there has been no attempt to comply with LTN 1/20 and shows disregard for the 

safety of vulnerable road users.  

The crossing points for the shared use path at junctions are also unsafe.  Junctions, especially roundabouts, are 

where people on bikes are most at risk, and safe junction design is covered in LTN 1/20 Chapter 10.  The 

roundabouts on the PS, both the new ones (Berwick Road and Holyhead Road) and alterations to existing ones 

(Churncote Island, Ellesmere Road) are described as having "provision for cyclists" but this provision consists solely 

of dropped kerbs.  In other words, there has been no consideration for cycling in either the road layout or the traffic 

flow planning.  There is no protection or priority for cyclists crossing and this is directly contrary to LTN 1/20 

standards.  Roundabouts are designed to maximise vehicle flow and drivers are looking for other fast vehicle traffic 

as they enter, not for slower moving bicycles coming from a different angle.  People on bicycles should be separated 

from the traffic as they cross, e.g.  by a traffic light controlled crossing.  Examples of these are at Dobbie’s Island on 

the A5 and on the A49 outside Ludlow.   

Shared use with pedestrians is only suitable in low-use areas (LTN 1/20 6.5) which suggests that not many people are 

expected to walk or cycle along here.  The shared use path is claimed as a benefit and a positive addition to the local 

cycle network; even if that is true it will only be to a very limited extent.  Most existing cyclists will be deterred from 

using it for the reasons given above; this applies even more to potential new cyclists.  It will not contribute to 

increased cycling levels in the town.   
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2.  Welshpool Road traffic calming and foot/cycle links in the area 

Welshpool Road will become the main access for the "Sustainable Urban Extension ", a development which by 

definition should prioritise making short local journeys by foot and cycle, and creating safe, pleasant public spaces to 

encourage the hundreds of new residents to leave their cars at home.   

Before the current planning application, the Applicant proposed to build only the western section or so-called Oxon 

Link Road, and close Welshpool Road to traffic at Churncote island.  This would have provided more opportunities 

for encouraging sustainable travel.  It is not clear what the rationale for maintaining the through flow of traffic on 

Welshpool road is as this also results in a 5-arm roundabout at Churncote which is against Highways England’s 

preferences. 

The current proposal allows through traffic from Churncote to Shelton.  Various traffic calming measures are 

proposed along this stretch but the Welshpool Road "highway improvements" do not comply with LTN 1/20 in any 

way. 

In addition there seems to be a total lack of signage to direct cyclists to the new routes such as the Shepherd's Lane 

and Clayton Way links to the NWR cycleway and to Bicton via the Shepherd's Lane bridge.  These new routes are not 

clear. 

To look at some of the details: 

1. A 20 mph speed limit is proposed from east of Calcott Lane to west of Clayton Way.  Why is this not 

extended for the whole length of the road from Churncote to Shelton?  

2. The 20 mph zone is also not being extended to the side roads on Welshpool Road, many of which are cul de 

sacs or will become cul de sacs when they are severed by the NWR.  Shepherd's Lane is currently 40mph and 

that is not being changed even though it will be a cul de sac and will connect to a pedestrian and cycle bridge 

over the new road.  Gains Park Way remains a 40 mph zone though there is already a local campaign to 

reduce it to 30mph.  Racecourse Lane, which already has a filter to stop through traffic, no footway, and has 

a school located on it, remains at 30 mph.  Given Shropshire Council's stated commitment to 20 mph outside 

schools this is a particularly glaring missed opportunity. 

3. This inconsistency over speed limits will be confusing for all road users and is not coherent or attractive in 

LTN 1/20 terms.  It exposes cyclists on the side roads, including children on their way to school, to an 

unnecessary level of risk and is likely to deter new cyclists. 

4. A good way to encourage drivers to observe the 20 mph would be to provide less space for motor traffic.  

This would enable the narrow pavements to be widened making a more attractive environment for walking, 

including for users of wheelchairs, disability scooters and pushchairs.  This has not been done and represents 

a failure to consider walking as a travel choice for everyone. 

5. No off-road provision is made for cyclists in the new proposals so they will be on the carriageway.  A whole 

series of different measures are proposed along the 20 mph stretch which will be confusing and unattractive 

for all road users, and some of which are not safe.  It is an extraordinary mish-mash and shows a complete 

lack of the vision needed to design a sustainable travel environment.  These measures are all aimed at 

drivers, and the considerable amounts of money would be better spent on providing safe and attractive 

conditions for walking and cycling.   

6. These car-focussed measures include: coloured high friction surfacing, raised tables at junctions, speed 

cushions, and 20mph repeater signs.  Clearly the expectation is that drivers will exceed the 20 mph limit and 

will need to be forced to slow down by these means.  This will make an unpleasant environment for people 

walking and cycling, with engine and brake noise from cars speeding up and slowing down, and increased air 

pollution and CO2 emissions from this style of driving.   

7. At one point just east of Shepherd's Lane there is a kerb build-out to force single-way traffic.  This is on the 

east bound carriageway only and seems to be the only location of such a build -out in this scheme.  LTN 1/20 
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Section 7.6 deals with traffic calming measures and cycling.  It makes clear that any build-out such as this 

should provide a "cycle bypass" so that cyclists are not in danger of being forced out into the path of 

following traffic.  This proposal for Welshpool Road appears to include no such cycle bypass. 

8. The 20 mph zone ends just to the west of Calcott Lane.  No provision is made for cycling for the remaining 

stretch of road to the Shelton junction even though: 

• With the speed limit at 30 mph there should be protected cycle lanes on this type of road, and there is 

plenty of space.   

• Provision should be made for safe cycling at the Calcott Lane/Welshpool Road /Somerby Drive 

roundabout (LTN 1/20 Chapter 10). 

• Cycle routes must be coherent and direct.  Suddenly stopping any provision (including a 20mph zone) 

means that Welshpool Road will not be coherent for cycling.   

Instead, it seems all that is planned for this stretch of road is a lot more hatching – again a measure aimed only at 

drivers.  Despite the fact that this section is currently wide enough for three vehicle lanes, there is no proposed 

reallocation of space such as pavement widening, protected cycleways, additional crossings or anything one might 

expect to see in a sustainable travel zone. 

In the Planning Statement at 4.2.6 we find the words “alleviating traffic along Welshpool Road and freeing up 

capacity for the SUE employment and residential sites”.  This suggests that the so-called “sustainable urban 

extension” is expected to generate more vehicle traffic on Welshpool Road.  Perhaps this is why the proposed 

scheme makes no provision for increased walking and cycling and ignores the council's commitment to implement 

LTN 1/20.   

3.  NCN 81 at Shelton (drawing ref.  DR CH 01107) 

It is quite difficult to see what is proposed for NCN 81 in the documents provided.  Most of the detail shows car-

focussed measures and the drawings have not been made available in hard copy.  This has disadvantaged anyone 

who wants to make informed comments on cycle provision.   

The NWR roundabout on Holyhead Road B4380 fails to make provision for cycling even though the road at this point 

carries the National Cycle Network Route 81 (NCN81).   

At present NCN 81 travels up Shelton Road northbound from town on a shared use foot/cycleway, and joins the 

carriageway at the Advanced Stop Line (ASL) at the lights at Shelton.  This arrangement would stay the same in the 

remodelled junction.   

Cyclists on NCN 81 will have a choice of staying on the carriageway through the roundabout, or using the shared use 

path and dropped kerbs round the roundabout.   

As explained above, neither option is safe or comfortable, or attractive.  The off-road option is also not coherent or 

direct. 

There is no commitment to keep NCN 81 open during construction of the roundabout.   

In accordance with LTN 1/20, conditions here should have been made better for cycling as part of the highway 

improvements.  In fact, they will be considerably worse as this road will become very much busier if the NWR is built 

– traffic levels on Holyhead Road will increase by over 50% as more people travel this way to leave or join the new 

road.  The speed limit is 40 mph and there are three lanes of traffic decreasing to a single one north of the junction.  

All these factors increase the risk for people cycling who will be going more slowly and may be slow to merge lanes, 

bringing them into conflict with following traffic.   
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Joining an ASL from the verge is inherently dangerous.  Drivers will not be expecting cyclists joining from the side; 

they also quite often encroach into the ASL which will block the cyclist's access.  A cyclist joining the ASL here will 

need to move over to the centre to avoid obstructing the left – turning vehicles behind them. 

(Left turning cyclists are provided with a dropped kerb further round the corner, as now, to join the carriageway on 

Welshpool Road.) 

The picture is similar for southbound cyclists on NCN81 who have to travel through the Shelton junction on the 

carriageway, as now, with a worse picture in terms of safety, attractiveness and comfort, because of the much 

increased traffic levels.   

Just north of the Shelton junction, the new roundabout on Holyhead Road B4380 fails to make provision for cycling 

even though the road at this point carries NCN81.   

Cyclists on NCN 81 will have a choice of staying on the carriageway through the roundabout, or using the shared use 

path and dropped kerbs round the roundabout.   

As explained above, neither option is safe or comfortable, or attractive.  The off-road option is also not coherent or 

direct. 

There is no commitment to keep NCN 81 open during construction of the roundabout. 

This route is part of the National Cycle Network, which Shropshire Council is responsible for maintaining in its area 

and has done much to promote in the past.  It still has details of NCN routes on its Great Outdoors website 

http://www.shropshiresgreatoutdoors.co.uk/cycling/long-distance/national-cycle-network/ 

Recently SUSTRANS reviewed sections of the NCN which do not meet standards including safety.  NCN 81 west of 

Shrewsbury from Shelton to Crew Green, is now no longer classified as an NCN route because of this; however 

Shropshire Council has said it wants to improve conditions so that this section is brought back up to standard.   

The plans for the Shelton junction, on the contrary, show that SC has not considered NCN 81 in the design of the 

proposed scheme.   

 

3.4.5 Objection 3.4 - Lack of Sensitivity analysis on benefits and impacts of recent design choices 

 

Since the outline business case and public consultation, the speed limit of the road has been increased from 50 to 

60 mph in line with the claimed ‘strategic’ nature of the road.  The speed change (and removal of the roundabout on 

Clayton Way) is primarily designed to reduce travel times on the route.  However, there is no sensitivity analysis 

presented on the effect of this change on the scheme’s ability to meet its objectives or on the resultant impacts 

(more noise, higher risk of serious spillage in Shelton SPZ1, more hostile environment for people walking and 

cycling).  Thus, it is not possible to weigh the balance of benefits and impacts of these design changes as required for 

the Environmental Statement. 

Objection 3.4 - Lack of Sensitivity analysis on benefits and impacts of recent design choices 

The proposed new cycle infrastructure will not improve conditions for cycling.  In some locations it will make 

them worse and it does not comply with the LTN1/20 guidance adopted by Shropshire Council in September 

2020. 

It does not meet Objective 7 in the Transport Assessment.   

http://www.shropshiresgreatoutdoors.co.uk/cycling/long-distance/national-cycle-network/
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3.4.6 Observation, errors and omissions 

There are many errors and omissions in the design of new cycle infrastructure as part of the proposed scheme. 

These are dealt with in Objection 3.3 above.  

Some other errors and omissions in the documents are dealt with below.  

Walking and cycling as transport 

Throughout the documents, including in the Transport Assessment ( TA) little understanding is shown that walking 

and cycling are modes of transport and not just leisure activities.  There is no assessment of what contribution those 

modes could make to reducing traffic in the town centre, by replacing short car journeys. 

TA 7.7 states an objective of the scheme is to "support sustainable modes of transport". It fails to do so.  

Omissions and errors include: 

i) TA 5.3.104 

User counts of walkers, cyclists and horse riders include "counts" of people cycling on footpaths – not surprisingly 

none were found, partly no doubt because it is illegal to cycle on a footpath (this is not a law enforcement exercise 

so why were those counts done in those locations?).  The other reason of course is that most footpaths are very 

unsuitable terrain for people wanting to travel by bicycle. 

The result of this that the TA makes it appear that there are very low numbers of people cycling in or through the 

area affected by the NWRR.  No counts appear to have been done of people cycling on the road – in contrast to 

counts of those driving on the road.  

Bus travel 

Bus travel is almost completely ignored and as with active travel, there is no assessment of what a switch to bus 

travel could achieve in reducing town centre traffic 

For a fuller discussion of this point please refer to the objection submitted by Sustainable Transport Shropshire, 

paragraph 2.1.2, which we endorse.  

Environmental Statement Chapter 16 entitled "Population and Health" 

It is hard to see what purpose is served by this chapter, or what it is intended to add to the planning case for the 

NWRR.  

No consultation with local organisations or individuals has been carried out for this chapter.  Comments have been 

received from departments of Shropshire Council including Planning, Public Protection and Environmental Health 

(Table 16.1). 

The chapter shows a lack of local knowledge, from the mis-spelling of ward names in Shrewsbury (16.3.5) to the 

omission of the well- known and well-used Quaker Meeting Rooms from the list of community facilities (16.4.30), to 

errors when discussing routes in town as in the following at 16.4.31: 

"Access to further community facilities and journeys to employment premises in the town centre and 

Battlefield Industrial Estate are likely to be via the A458. " 

This is incorrect.  The A458 is the Welshpool Road.  Presumably the A528 Ellesmere Road is meant here and also in 

16.4.2 where the same mistake occurs.  

At one point the paragraph numbering goes from 16.4.66 back to 16.4.1 (page 24) 
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At the second 16.4.7 (page 25) we find this bizarre section about "views from the road": 

When approaching the bridge on the A458 Mardol Quay above the River Severn, an open view of the river 

can be seen on either side of the carriageway. After passing over the bridge, views along the A458 Mardol 

Quay are restricted by roadside trees and buildings within the town centre.  

This seems to be saying that the river can be seen on both sides when crossing Welsh Bridge. It is hard to see any use 

for this information and in fact it is even hard to work out whether the description is west to east or east to west.  

There are further errors along the same lines. 

Leaving those aside there are also some very questionable assumptions in the statements made. 

At 16.4.6 ( page 25) we find 

Considering the issues on the existing road network in Shrewsbury, it is concluded that the baseline level of 

driver stress is high.  

This and the immediately preceding paragraphs are based solely on the Outline Business Case (OBC) for the road of 

2017. They cannot therefore be put forward as supporting evidence of the need for a NWRR.  

Appendix 16.1 is entitled "Further baseline information on Population and Health" 

Again it is hard to see the purpose of this section and what the authors think they are telling us. 

Table 1.1 of this Appendix is a list of the Public Rights of Way affected, with speculation such as "it is likely that this 

route is used for recreational purposes" 

Table 2.1 lists all the PROWs again with comments on "journey amenity" and includes entries  such as the following 

on page 21  

Public footpath 0443/95/1. The path is above two railway lines with visual intrusion 

This seems to refer to the fact that the footpath crosses a bridge over the main railway line to Chester, which of 

course is double– track. What the significance is of this piece of information is not explained.  

By contrast 0443/92/1 seems to be the path with panoramic views across Shrewsbury and the South Shropshire hills, 

a view that will be wrecked by the NWRR. Here the description says merely  

The footpath is surrounded by open fields in a rural area with Alkmund Park Wood located towards the west of the 

path. There is no visual intrusion from [the current] road network.  

There is no mention of the "journey amenity" that will be destroyed here.  

3.5 Cumulative/Associated Impacts 
The planning application is purely a road proposal: whilst there is mention of other measures that could potentially 

be implemented subsequently (such as enhanced public transport etc.), none of these are specified or analysed and 

so the combined effect of these measures cannot be assessed.  Extra traffic from future housing and employment 

developments is not modelled but combined with a general figure for expected traffic growth.  Yet these same 

future developments are claimed as benefits of the road and included in the benefit:cost ratio in the OBC.  

In the short term we know that public transport provision in the immediate area of the road will be poorer, as the 

Oxon Park and Ride will be closed to provide a site for a construction depot (but the impact of this on traffic flows 

and public transport is not assessed in the application).  Mention has been made of developing a new P&R site on 

the west of the town, but there is no timescale for this, no location identified and again no traffic modelling.  If the 
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location is on Mytton Oak Road, it will presumably be between the junctions with Gains Park Way and the A5; both 

are junctions that will see increased traffic as a result of the NW road even without the addition of several hundred 

vehicles daily travelling to and from the P&R.  

This is just one example of the failure to consider cumulative impacts.  

The OBC makes strong claims that the road will support future development of Shrewsbury, but does not show how 

this will happen.  The claimed ‘economic growth’ will require specific land to be developed and the traffic associated 

with this is not explicitly linked to the road but rather wrapped into a general figure for growth. 

The proposed Shrewsbury North West Relief road opens up a significant area of green space to the north west of 

Shrewsbury to development.  These developments have been explicitly stated by Shropshire Council to be 

dependent on the development of the road, including: 

• the Shrewsbury West Sustainable Urban Extension (SWSUE - a development of 340 houses) is currently the 
subject of a planning application but has not been subject to a full Environmental Impact Assessment.  As the 
development has not yet been awarded planning permission, the impact of the NW road on the 
development (e.g. in terms of noise, air quality etc) has not been considered by the council in its impact 
assessment.  

• SHR173 – a development of 700 houses that the draft local plan states can be developed if the North West 
Road is built.  However, the traffic impact of this development is not included in the traffic modelling 
submitted by the council. 

• A further 15 development sites, mostly to the north of SHR173.  These have a combined capacity of over 
10,000 houses and were reviewed in the Shrewsbury Place Plan Area Site Assessments December 2020 
where they were identified as being potentially suitable for development subject to the North West Road 
being constructed.  Whilst these sites are not explicitly included in the draft Local Plan, that plan allows for a 
significant amount of windfall development, allowing for some or all of them may be brought forward for 
development of the NW road is built 

Therefore, the development of the North West Relief Road is integrally linked to very significant amounts of 

greenfield development and the cumulative impact of these developments should be considered both in terms of 

the design of the road scheme and in terms of the impacts including traffic impacts on the Strategic Road Network 

(see Issue 3 above) which will be greater if these cumulative impacts are considered. 

  

https://pa.shropshire.gov.uk/online-applications/advancedSearchResults.do?action=firstPage
https://shropshire.gov.uk/media/16827/sustainability-appraisal-appendix-q-shrewsbury-place-plan-area-site-assessments.pdf
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4 Climate Change 

4.1 Introduction 
This section of our comments focuses on the likely impact of the proposed road scheme on climate change and 

carbon emissions. 

We have drawn on information in the: 

Climate Change Document, (Chapter 9) 4172074 

The Climate Legislative Framework document,(Appendix 9.1) 4172085. 

This section was compiled by Dave Green on behalf of BeST.  Dave is an experienced Energy Assessor and Advisor 

and a Low Carbon Consultant.  He is Chair of Midlands Energy Professionals.  He has been actively involved in 

environmental campaigning for over 30 years, mostly with Shrewsbury Friends of the Earth.  He sat as an 

Environmental Groups Representative on Shropshire Council’s Environment Scrutiny Panel from 2005-2012.  Support 

has been received from Professor John Whitelegg, visiting Professor, School for the Built Environment, John Moores 

University, Fellow, Foundation for Integrated Transport.   

4.2 Objection 

4.2.1 Objection 4.1 - On Grounds of Climate Change and Carbon Emissions 

 

4.2.2 Embodied Carbon 

In Chapter 9 WSP has come up with a plausible sounding 70,000 tonnes of embodied CO2 emissions from building 
the North West Road (this is consistent with estimates that we independently produced at the end of 2020).  We 
note however that the carbon emitted by removing trees, hedgerows and soil and the loss of carbon sequestration 
ability from the same have not been included in the scope as they are thought to be not significant.  As there are 
over 1,000 trees to be removed and 4 km of hedgerows plus several hectares of good quality, semi-improved 
grassland an assessment should have been made of the carbon impact.  We consider that taken over the same 
period as the operational savings allowed for, i.e. 60 years, this impact is indeed highly likely to be significant.  

4.2.3 Operational Carbon Savings 

The operational carbon savings from building the road arise mostly from allowing traffic to flow more freely and 

hence more efficiently.  This assumption is based on a traffic model which we have shown in Section 3.2 to be highly 

Objection 4.1, on Grounds of Climate Change and Carbon Emissions. 

The application documents are quite clear that building the road will lead to the emission of 70,000 tonnes of 

CO2.  Even if Operational Savings over 60 years are taken into account, the net carbon cost would be nearly 

50,000 tonnes.  We regard this as an underestimate because: 

1. This figure does not include any allowance for the loss of carbon absorbing trees, hedgerows and soil, or 

the emissions arising from large scale soil disruption.  

2. The operational savings are based on optimistic traffic forecasts. 

3. In a Climate Emergency it makes no sense to be allowing for possible operational savings over 60 years. 

Also, no attempt is made to calculate how the 50,000 tonnes could be re-absorbed by planting trees or installing 

renewable energy to compensate.  Our estimate using the Woodland Carbon Code is that to re-absorb 50,000 

tonnes of CO2 in ten years you would need to plant 1.4 million trees and keep them alive.  This is totally 

unrealistic. 

This scheme is therefore clearly in breach of Shropshire Council’s responsibility to help the County reduce its 

carbon emissions and is in direct conflict with SC’s own Climate Emergency Declaration of 2019.   
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questionable.  We have also noted that, using the Applicant’s own figures, the NWR itself will be approaching the 

limits recommended for a single carriageway 60 mph road within 15 years of construction , and that the scheme 

would add traffic to the A5 either side of Churncote, to the B4380, to Berwick Road, Harlescott Lane, Mount Pleasant 

Road, Sundorne Road etc.  We therefore consider that these ‘operational savings’ are highly speculative. 

We were also surprised to see that operational savings have been allowed for a full 60 years after the proposed 

opening date for the road.  This might have been an appropriate period to use 10 or 20 years ago but it flies in the 

face of all the evidence that Climate Change is a serious, immediate threat and carbon emissions need to be reduced 

at speed.  

However even using optimistic traffic data and allowing for savings over 60 years the operational savings only 

amount to just over 20,000 tonnes, leaving a net carbon cost of building the road of 50,000 tonnes. 

We consider that this estimate could be out by at least 50% and recommend that a figure of 50,000 to 75,000 tonnes 

net cost would be appropriate.  

4.2.4 Consideration of the Climate Impact 

Chapter 9 then compares the 50,000 tonnes of CO2 net figure to the UK’s 5 year Carbon Budget and not 

unsurprisingly finds that it is not significant.  We note that the same approach has not been taken to the financial 

benefits (i.e. comparing the benefits to the UK’s GDP over 5 years).  

We consider that it would be much more appropriate to consider this 50,000 + tonnes net cost against Shropshire 

Council’s own commitment to achieving Net Zero as agreed at Full Council on May 16th, 2019: 

“This Council believes that climate change presents a serious threat to humanity with the potential impacts 
on weather systems and biodiversity being catastrophic if allowed to continue to increase unchecked.  Urgent 
action is needed to prioritise the climate emergency that we face. 

Local authorities have an important role to play in encouraging behavioural changes that will help to reduce 
emissions both locally and further afield.  It can ensure its policies encourage a rapid transition to carbon zero 
or net zero in all sectors that support the economy and people of Shropshire, including decisions on planning 
and economic development. 

We have responsibility for our emissions as an organisation.” 

The goal of achieving Net Zero by 2030 was included in the Corporate Climate Strategy.  We consider that as this 

road scheme is promoted by and part financed by Shropshire Council, and that Shropshire Council will have the 

responsibility to maintain it, the net carbon cost should be included in the Council’s own carbon accounting.  We 

note that the Corporate Climate Strategy Sect 3.4 states “We need to stop adding to the problem”.  However, even if 

this stance is not accepted, Shropshire Council has also acknowledged a commitment to help the rest of the County 

achieve the same, as contained in the Corporate Climate Strategy, section 3.4, which includes “we will lead by 

example and seek to positively influence the purchasing power or funding allocations of others like the Marches LEP 

and its members to favour low carbon initiatives and products.” 

We then consider that the following questions should be asked,  

‘How does this scheme help Shropshire move towards or achieve Net Zero Carbon Emissions’, to which the answer of 

course is that it does not, in fact it is a significant hinderance to such ambitions,  

and ‘Would building the North West Road be a good example to the rest of the county’, which it undoubtably would 

not be. Nov 2020. 

Then it would be relevant to consider what might be done to re-absorb this 50,000 + tonnes of net carbon, but this is 

not presented in the application.  By our calculation, using the Woodland Carbon Code, if you want to re-absorb the 

carbon within ten years (i.e. consistent with the rapid decarbonisation to which the UK government and Shropshire 
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Council has committed) you would need to plant 1.4 million trees, and keep them alive and well maintained.  If you 

allow for 75,000 tonnes you would need 2 million trees.  If you allow 20 years for this re-absorption then the figure 

would be reduced by roughly two thirds, i.e. 500,000 to 700,00 trees.  However, there is plenty of evidence that we 

need to achieve Net Zero by 2030 and this has been acknowledged by Shropshire Council as an aim (Shropshire 

Council, Climate Change Strategy), allowing for the scheme to only become carbon neutral by 2043 would appear to 

be too late.  Planting on this scale is obviously unrealistic, especially in addition to existing planting plans to absorb 

other local emissions. 

We also consider that it would be worth calculating how much carbon the investment being proposed could save if it 

was spent instead on public transport, facilities for walkers and cyclists and encouragement for people to use their 

cars less.  We note that WSP’s ‘Hereford Transport Strategy Review’ report (Nov 2020) assessed transport options 

against four criteria, Climate Emergency, Economy, Environment and Society, with Climate Emergency at the top of 

the list. (Sect 4, pg36/37), with four sub objectives: 

1) The reduction of carbon emissions from transport is accelerated. 

2) The need to travel by private motor car is reduced. 

3) The amount of resources and energy used in the transport system is minimised. 

4) The transport system is flexible and adaptable to climate change and future needs.  

The one scheme that shows an adverse carbon effect of all the options considered was the Hereford By-pass, all 

other schemes were neutral or beneficial in carbon terms (Sect 6 pg 62). Package A+B, (walking and cycling plus bus) 

was forecast to achieve a 10% reduction in local transport carbon emissions.  

Note also that in the benefit:cost ratio (BCR) for the NWR, the operational carbon savings that the Applicant had 

estimated at that time were added as a benefit whereas the embedded carbon was not included.  Depending on 

how carbon is costed,, this will have a significant impact on the BCR for the scheme. 

4.3 Omissions and Errors 
We have covered these above but to summarise; the application documents: 

1) Do not allow for the carbon emissions and loss of carbon sequestration from removal of trees hedgerow and 

soils. 

2) Rely on optimistic traffic assessments to generate operational savings. 

3) Allows for operational savings over an unrealistic 60-year period. 

4) Relates the net carbon emissions to the UK’s 5 year Carbon Budget rather than to Shropshire’s ambition of 

Net Zero. 

5) Makes no attempt to quantify how the net carbon cost could be balanced out by tree planting or alternative 

means.  

6) Makes no attempt to quantify the carbon cost or savings from alternative transport initiatives. 

  

https://shropshire.gov.uk/media/12974/ccs-media-short.pdf
https://shropshire.gov.uk/media/12974/ccs-media-short.pdf
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5 Landscape and Visual 

5.1 Introduction 

This section of our comments focuses on the impact of the proposed road scheme on Landscape and Visual impacts.  

This includes reviews of: 

• ES Vol I, Chapter 12 – Landscape and Visual 

• Shropshire Landscape & Visual Sensitivity Assessment for Shrewsbury [01SHR] (dated 28 11 2018) prepared 

by Gillespies as part of Shropshire Council’s Local Plan Review 

• The Landscape Character Survey completed in 2004 by CPRE and deposited with Shropshire County Council 

• ESP’s review dated March 2021 for Shropshire Council of the Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment 

The comments in this section were substantially prepared by Charles Green, Planning Spokesman for CPRE 

Shropshire, which body will also be submitting its own separate objection. 

As a general point, it has not been possible during the consultation on this application to view physical copies of the 

documentation.  Most people commenting will, after searching amongst the unsorted mass of Documents on the 

planning website, have had to view relevant documents on their computer or printed them out, generally at A4 size.  

In getting a full understanding of the documentation this is clearly inferior to viewing it in a properly prepared and 

ordered physical copy of the ES.  This is particularly so for the Landscape and Visual chapter. 

5.2 Objections 

5.2.1 Objection 5.1 Landscape impacts of the scheme have been significantly understated 

 

Landscape Assessments 

It is evident that the applicant’s Landscape and Visual assessment dated February 2021 has chosen to use very 

different Landscape parcels to those used in the Gillespies L&VSA of little over two years previously.  No reference is 

made in the applicant’s L&V assessment to this independent study prepared for Shropshire Council.  The parcels 

used are reproduced below, along with those used in the CPRE study of 2004. 

It is evident that the choice of landscape parcels has an impact on the conclusions of any Landscape Assessment.  

The larger the landscape parcel, the more likely is the conclusion that any development feature will have less of an 

adverse impact on it. 

In the case of the Gillespies and CPRE assessments, it is clear that they demonstrate a high sensitivity of the “Green 

Wedge” area to landscape change.  The applicant’s L&V assessment downplays this by: 

• having large parcel areas for Estate Farmlands but a small area for Riverside Meadows; the CPRE study, for 

example, has much smaller parcel sizes; and 

• not presenting a matrix for the landscape effects; this has however been helpfully provided by ESP within 

paragraph 7.7 on page 8 of their review, as reproduced further below. 

The Riverside Meadows LLCA 2 seems to have been drawn in a particularly narrow way.  We would have expected, 

for example, that the “Riverside Meadows” would at least include the areas included in the flood risk zones shown in 

Figure A-1 of the Flood Risk Assessment, as indicated below. 

Objection 5.1 Landscape impacts of the scheme have been significantly understated 

The scheme involves major changes to a high quality landscape that is particularly valued for its rural nature in 

such close proximity to the town centre.  The impact of the major linear feature of the Road into this high quality 

landscape has been understated by the applicant. 
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ES Vol I, Chapter 12 – Landscape and Visual, Figure 12.2 Local Landscape Character Areas; and FRA Fig A-1 

 

Page 22 of Gillespies’ Shropshire Landscape & Visual Sensitivity Assessment for Shrewsbury 
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Page 9 of CPRE Shropshire Landscape Character Survey (April 2004), showing approximate planned route of 

NWRR, in blue 

 

The ESP review independently concludes that the Applicant has underestimated landscape impacts: 

7.5 Given that the narration accompanying the judgements on magnitude for both LLCAs refers to loss, 

change or damage to multiple landscape elements (field structure, mature hedgerows and trees, woodland 

and characteristic topography) and that the effects are permanent, irreversible and long term we consider 

that this assessment of magnitude is under stated and that a judgement of Moderate adverse is more 

appropriate. A Moderate adverse level of magnitude is described in the LVIA methodology as; 

• Partial loss or noticeable damage to existing landscape character or distinctive features or elements; 

and/or 

• addition of new uncharacteristic, noticeable features or elements (i.e. road infrastructure). 

7.6 Revising this assessment of magnitude for these 2 LLCAs would result in raising the overall assessment of 

effect from Slight adverse to Moderate adverse, making these effects significant according to the threshold in 

the LVIA methodology. This assessment would apply to both Completion and Completion + 15 Years given 

that the level of magnitude is predicted to be the same for both stages. 
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Given that the viaduct will be the largest road bridge across the River Severn upstream of the tidal limit, we find the 

hastily constructed, engineering led design to be wholly underwhelming.  If the applicant is determined to create a 

major visual impact into the landscape at this location, they could at least attempt to ameliorate the impact with a 

pleasing or iconic design as originally planned rather than choosing the cheapest option due to budgetary and 

timescale constraints created by swapping between a planned embankment and a longer viaduct at the last 

moment. 

5.2.2 Objection 5.2 Visual impacts of the scheme have been significantly understated 

 

Visual Impacts 

The visual impacts have been incompletely and inadequately captured.  Paragraph 12.7.1 admits that “summer view 

photographs are not available for all viewpoints due to changes in the Proposed Scheme alignment since they were 

taken”.  In other words, the scheme has been changed since the original photographs were taken but in the rush to 

get the planning application in, there was not time to take the required new set of summer photographs, so they 

have been omitted.  The missing summer photographs appear to be those from Viewpoints 6, 7 and 18.  If these are 

missing because of a changed alignment around there, why have the winter photographs at those locations been 

retained?  Also, photographs were generally taken in September 2019 and March 2020; these would more 

accurately be described as early autumn and early spring photographs, and the vegetation recorded bears this out in 

some photographs. 

The photomontages derived from these viewpoint photographs are woefully incomplete, for unstated reasons.  

Photomontages are offered for only 13 out of the 24 viewpoints, and out of those 13, only 6 give photomontages for 

both summer and winter conditions. 

The viewpoints nearest to the proposed viaduct over the River Severn are viewpoints 4, 5, 18 and 19, but even they 

are not very close to the river crossing.  No photomontages are given showing the viaduct, the most visually 

obtrusive element of the road, from any of these viewpoints. 

By not providing any photomontage of the proposed viaduct the applicant has therefore omitted any visualisation of 

the major visual impact of the scheme.  Nor has the applicant chosen viewpoints near to the river crossing.  We have 

accordingly provided below our own approximate visualisations of the view of the viaduct from the Severn Way long 

distance footpath (Figure 5.1).  As these have had to be constructed from the engineering drawings provided we 

cannot vouch for their accuracy.  However, we believe that they provide enough of an indication of the magnitude of 

visual impact to demonstrate the inadequacies of the visual impact assessment in omitting this. 

  

Objection 5.2 Visual impacts of the scheme have been significantly understated 

Visual impacts have been incompletely recorded.  The proposed viaduct will be very visually intrusive in an area 

that is well used for recreation and will significantly detract from the value of this area to those using it.  Its visual 

impacts have been ignored by the applicant. 
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Figure 5.1  Before and after visualisations of the impact of the proposed viaduct from the River Severn 

(approximate NGR 3474 3135) 

 

 

In addition, the photomontages provided deliberately understate the visual impact by failing to include any vehicles 

which would be what people actually see at these locations. 
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Open space, recreation and tranquillity 

5.2.3 Objection 5.3 Impacts on the open space and the tranquillity of Shrewsbury’s Green Wedge 

have not been properly assessed and are significant 

 

NPPF paragraph 96 states that “access to a network of high quality open spaces . . .  is important for the health and 
well-being of communities”.  It has been made plain during the Covid pandemic just how vital the Green Wedge is as 
an open space for recreation, leisure and tranquillity for the health and well-being of the community around 
Shrewsbury.13 

NPPF paragraph 97 goes on to say that “existing open space . . . should not be built on unless: a) an assessment has 
been undertaken which has clearly shown the open space . . .  to be surplus to requirements; or b) the loss resulting 
from the proposed development would be replaced by equivalent or better provision in terms of quantity and quality 
in a suitable location”.   Neither of these NPPF requirements has been carried out for the “Green Wedge”. 

NPPF paragraph 180 states that:  

Planning policies and decisions should also ensure that new development is appropriate for its location taking 
into account the likely effects (including cumulative effects) of pollution on health, living conditions and the 
natural environment, as well as the potential sensitivity of the site or the wider area to impacts that could arise 
from the development. In doing so they should: 

a) mitigate and reduce to a minimum potential adverse impacts resulting from noise from new development 
– and avoid noise giving rise to significant adverse impacts on health and the quality of life; 

b) identify and protect tranquil areas which have remained relatively undisturbed by noise and are prized for 
their recreational and amenity value for this reason; and 

c) limit the impact of light pollution from artificial light on local amenity, intrinsically dark landscapes and 
nature conservation. 

The proposed development crosses through and will have a major impact on the ‘Green Wedge’, the “wedge” of 

countryside connecting the wider rural area to the town centre.  The consultants who drew up the Big Town Plan 

enthused about this as a significant and important feature that contributed to Shrewsbury’s uniqueness – something 

to be protected.  In 1997 Shropshire County Council made the following statement about the likely impact of a new 

NWR on the Green Wedge: 

"the most significant quality that this area presents, so close to the heart of Shrewsbury, is its tranquillity.  It is 

this aspect that will be permanently altered, and although noise can be significantly reduced by landscape 

earthworks, the fact remains that noise will be the major long term intrusion which will change the character 

of this part of the Green Wedge in perpetuity". 

People use the river and banks for recreation and very much appreciate this area which would be destroyed as a 

tranquil place (and also visually), particularly so because of the presence of the obtrusive viaduct, which will 

generate not only visual and landscape damage, but also adverse impacts from elevated noise and from elevated 

light pollution.  The “Green Wedge” also includes the Severn Way long distance footpath.   

 
13 Natural England’s People and Nature Survey  revealed that during April-June 2020, almost nine in 10 adults in England reported that 
protection of the environment is important to them personally. Nearly three quarters of adults were concerned about biodiversity loss in 
England. 

Objection 5.3 Impacts on the open space and tranquillity of Shrewsbury’s Green Wedge have not been 

properly assessed and are significant 

The applicant has not assessed the impact of the proposed development on the open space or tranquillity 

provided by Shrewsbury’s unique Green Wedge, an area that is highly valued for recreation, particularly during 

the COVID pandemic.  

https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/the-people-and-nature-survey-for-england-adult-data-y1q1-april-june-2020-experimental-statistics
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The ES has failed to consider these impacts in any proper way. 

5.2.4 Objection 5.4 Impacts of light pollution have not been properly assessed  

 

An aspect of visual impact that is often overlooked, and has been overlooked by the photomontages within 

Chapter 12 of the ES, is that of light pollution.  The partial selection of photomontages that has been offered does 

not attempt any night-time visualisations showing the light pollution effects of the street lighting associated with the 

Road, or of the traffic on it.  These are impacts which can make a road more obtrusive over a wider area than in 

daylight. 

These light pollution impacts, as well as noise, will have an impact on tranquillity as well as a visual impact.  For that 

reason it is also illogical to scope out all parts of LLCA 3: West Shrewsbury Urban from the visual impact assessment, 

because parts of that landscape parcel are very close to the line of the proposed new Road. 

  

Objection 5.4 Impacts of light pollution have not been properly assessed 
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6 Biodiversity 
This section of our comments focuses on the impact of the proposed road scheme on biodiversity.  This includes 

reviews of: 

• Habitat Regulation Assessment 

• Chapter 8 - Biodiversity 

The comments in this section were prepared by Robin Mager.  Robin Degree in Environmental Science and has 

worked in the environmental sector for over 25 years, of this 20 years involved with ecology/biodiversity/nature 

conservation.  For the last 12 years he was Planning Officer at Shropshire Wildlife Trust. 

6.1 Objections 

6.1.1 Objection 6.1 - Failure to adequately survey and assess the ecological implications of the 

proposed scheme. 

 

Context   

ODPM Government Circular 06/2005: Biodiversity and Geological Conservation – Statutory Obligations and their 

Impact within the Planning System which states that: 

‘It is essential that the presence or otherwise of protected species, and the extent that they may be affected 

by the proposed development, is established before the planning permission is granted”. 

NPPF para 43: The right information is crucial to good decision-making, particularly where formal assessments are 

required (such as Environmental Impact Assessment, Habitats Regulations assessment and flood risk assessment). 

Reasons for objection 

• Not all trees identified as having moderate or high potential to support roosting bats have been fully 

assessed “with no survey being undertaken to inform an assessment of presence or likely absence” for at 

least four trees. 

• The Hedgerow Survey does not include hedgerows west of the B4380 Holyhead Road as they were 

previously surveyed at part of the Oxon Link Road Legacy Scheme.  This earlier report has not been included.  

Also it appears that only Wildlife and Landscape criteria within the Hedgerow Regulations were used to 

determine “importance”.  There are also criteria relating to archaeology and history, have these been used? 

• “Access for emergence / return to roost surveys of Ivy Cottage has not been achieved”. 

• Some surveys i.e.  GCN and breeding birds are some four years old.  Applying the precautionary principle is 

not a recommended alternative to suitable survey.  Further surveys are proposed during 2021 to verify the 

assessments and to provide the up to date information necessary for licensing applications.  This level of up 

to date information is required for the planning application. 

• The failure of the riparian mammal survey to find signs of otter is surprising and calls the level of survey 

effort into question. 

Objection 6.1 - Failure to adequately survey and assess the ecological implications of the proposed scheme. 

For such a significant scheme it is disappointing that the survey effort appears insufficient.  Some surveys, such as 

that for dormice, clearly fail to adhere to the required methods; while other survey reports state that further 

survey is required.  There is significant doubt that the quality and extent of the information provided is sufficient 

to allow a fully informed planning decision. 
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• We would question the “the wider availability of habitats” justification of failing to conduct surveys for 

species such as hare and hedgehog. 

• Failure of Dormouse Survey to meet the requirement that the survey was to be carried out in accordance 

with good practice guidance (i.e.  English Nature (2006).  The Dormouse Conservation Handbook).  However 

during the survey period a large number of nest tubes were seen to have been sited extremely poorly and 

certainly not according to best practice guidelines which state that tubes should be “suspended by wire or 

tape, fixed firmly underneath horizontal limbs”.  Also the tube opening should be facing into the hedgerows.  

The opinion of the Shropshire Dormouse Group was sought and their report is attached (appendix XX). 

6.1.2 Objection 6.2 - Biodiversity Loss 

 

Relevant legislation and guidance 

Under the NERC Act 2006, public bodies are required to have due regard for Habitats of Principal Importance when 

exercising their functions, including determining planning applications. 

Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 

NPPF.  175.  When determining planning applications, local planning authorities should apply the following 

principles: a) if significant harm to biodiversity resulting from a development cannot be avoided (through locating on 

an alternative site with less harmful impacts), adequately mitigated, or, as a last resort, compensated for, then 

planning permission should be refused; 

A Green Future: Our 25 Year Plan to Improve the Environment 

Reasons for objection 

• Loss of trees14 

o 29 high-quality trees removed (including 8 irreplaceable veteran trees) 

o 34 moderate-quality trees removed 

o 1.7ha of semi-natural woodland 'lost' 

• Hedgerows 

 
14 We note and support the detailed objection to the scheme on arboricultural grounds submitted by Dougald Purce.  This 
suggests that the numbers of trees being removed is much higher than implied by the Applicant. 

Objection 6.2 - Biodiversity Loss 

There is clearly a significant negative ecological impact associated with the scheme and we do not consider that 

sufficient measures to avoid, mitigate, compensate or even offset these impacts have been made.  Therefore we 

would consider the proposed scheme unacceptable.   

There is little detail about what mitigation and compensation has been proposed and no ‘Landscape and 

Ecological Management Plan’ has been produced. 

The timetable for mitigation and compensation is also unclear but it appears that there would be a considerable 

time period between the destruction of habitats and replacement created habitats reaching target condition. 

A number of impacts will presumably relate to the future levels of traffic on the proposed, and nearby, roads.  

There is much debate over the reliability of the traffic predictions and the potential on induced traffic.  However 

there does not appear to be any monitoring of operational ecological impacts or any option for contingency 

measures should the impacts be greater than expected. 
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o 51 hedgerows are within the within the Field Survey Area  and all are classified as Habitats of 

Principal Importance 

o 11 qualified as Important hedgerows under the Wildlife and Landscape criteria of the Hedgerows 

Regulations 1997 

o approximately 4.03 km would be removed 

o the ecological value of other hedgerows is likely to be reduced due to disturbance from the road. 

• Loss of river bank 

o River Severn – ‘temporary’ loss of approximately 130m of riparian habitat per bank during 

construction. 

o Alkmund Park Stream – permanent loss of 66m of HPI river habitat and riparian corridor. 

o Hencott Stream – permanent loss of 30m of HPI river habitat and riparian corridor. 

• Water bodies 

o Partial infilling of Willow Pool. 

o Change to hydrology and potential pollution of Oxon Pool (Local Wildlife Site).  This includes 

increased atmospheric nitrogen deposition.  From Table 8-7 “it is modelled that approximately 

32.6% of the total designated site area, would be subject to potentially significant negative effects”. 

• Disturbance 

o Noise, vibration and lighting disturbance to bats and badgers during construction. 

o Noise, vibration and lighting during operation 

• Increased nitrogen deposition on (permanent, minor, adverse) on: 

o Alkmund Park Wood ancient woodland; 

o Shelton Rough Local Wildlife Site (LWS); 

o Oxon Pool LWS; and, 

o 27 veteran trees. 

• Other residual permanent adverse effects arising from operation include: 

o Mortality risk for amphibians  

o Permanent loss of habitat for amphibians, badgers, breeding and wintering birds, otters and 

terrestrial invertebrates; 

o Permanent loss of commuting and foraging habitat for bats; and 

o Collison risk for birds and bats 

6.1.3 Objection 6.3 - Failure to achieve Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG) 

 

Relevant legislation and guidance 

Environment Bill - requirement to deliver at least 10% biodiversity net gain for new development in England 

NPPF 

8 c) an environmental objective – to contribute to protecting and enhancing our natural, built and historic 

environment; including making effective use of land,  helping to improve biodiversity, using natural resources 

prudently, minimising waste and pollution, and mitigating and adapting to climate change, including moving 

to a low carbon economy. 

Objection 6.3 - Failure to achieve Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG) 

While it may be possible for the applicant to claim a net gain for some habitat types the ‘Biodiversity Net Gain.  

Good practice principles for development.  A practical guide’ makes it clear that Biodiversity Net Gain for the 

whole project cannot be claimed.  The scheme therefore fails to achieve the NPPF ambition of sustainable 

development and to meet at least one of the overarching objectives (8c).  It is also contrary to NPPF 170 d.  
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170 d) minimising impacts on and providing net gains for biodiversity, including by establishing coherent 

ecological networks that are more resilient to current and future pressures; 

Shropshire Local Biodiversity Action Plan 

Biodiversity Net Gain.  Good practice principles for development.  A practical guide.  (2019) 

A Green Future: Our 25 Year Plan to Improve the Environment 

Reasons for objection 

• “The Proposed Scheme has not achieved a qualitative scheme-wide BNG as only five of the ten good practice 

principles have been achieved”.  (Appendix 8.22 Biodiversity Net Gain Assessment).   

• It is arguable whether even five of the ten principles have been achieved and we would contend that the 

following three are questionable. 

o Principle 3.  Be inclusive and equitable: There appears to have been no consultation with local 

organisations regarding BNG.  Guidance includes "wildlife organisations and local interest groups” 

within the range of stakeholders important for “their local knowledge, and linking these designs with 

local priorities”. 

o Principle 7.  Be additional.  A claim is made for additional biodiversity units in non-irreplaceable 

habitats.  However the guidance is clear that “any project or development that damages 

irreplaceable habitats or designated sites cannot make a claim for that whole project of BNG”.  

Overall there is no additionality. 

o Principle 9.  Optimise sustainability.  To claim that the proposed scheme will “optimise the wider 

environmental benefits for a sustainable society and economy” is very misleading.  The water and 

pollution issues mentioned in Table 3-2 are themselves generated by the road.  Despite planting and 

retention of woodland there is still a net loss of this habitat type.  To claim this offers any benefit, 

especially to carbon storage when the construction process will generate in excess of 70,000 tonnes 

CO2e, is nonsense. 

• There is a significant lag between the loss of existing habitat and the time for newly created habitats to 

reach target condition.  For woodland this ranges between 15 and 32+ years! While this may be considered 

within the BNG calculation it is important to realise that in the real world there will be a significant period of 

habitat loss, along with any ecosystem services that may have been provided.  This is especially important 

given the climate and ecological emergencies and national targets for carbon reductions by 2030 and 2050. 

• BNG is only applied to the red line boundary.  It fails to assess impacts relating to habitat fragmentation, 

disruption to ecological networks, resulting land use changes beyond the site boundary. 

6.1.4 Objection 6.4 - Fragmentation of ecological networks 

 

  

Objection 6.4 - Fragmentation of ecological networks 

There can be no doubt that the proposed road will form a significant barrier to both wildlife and people.  Leaving 

both habitats and communities increasingly isolated from the wider countryside.  Given the increasing threat 

posed to biodiversity from climate change any scheme which reduces the ability for species to migrate and adapt 

to climate change has to be questioned.  Areas of green space that can be accessed easily from town have been 

hugely valuable during the period of corona virus restrictions.  Any project that reduces the value of this green 

space and the ability to access it via walking, cycling, etc.  should be resisted.  Again the suggested mitigation and 

compensation is insufficient. 
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Relevant legislation and guidance 

Environment Bill 

NPPF 

91 c) “enable and support healthy lifestyles, especially where this would address identified local health and 

well-being needs – for example through the provision of safe and accessible green infrastructure…” 

170 d) minimising impacts on and providing net gains for biodiversity, including by establishing coherent 

ecological networks that are more resilient to current and future pressures; 

180 

‘Making Space for Nature’ – The Lawton Report 

A Green Future: Our 25 Year Plan to Improve the Environment 

Including Chapter 3: Connecting people with the environment to improve health and wellbeing 

JNCC Habitat management for bats advises that fragmentation should be avoided and gaps as small as 10m may 

prevent bats from using hedgerows to fly between roosts and foraging areas. 

Shrewsbury Big Town Plan (2018) 

Bat mitigation measures on roads - a guideline December 2016 

https://www.cedr.eu/download/other_public_files/research_programme/call_2013/roads_and_wildlife/safebatpat

hs/Bat_mitigation_on_roads_A_field_experiment_of_hop_overs.pdf  

Reasons for objection 

• The loss of accessible green space will encourage greater pressure on other sites and greater reliance on car 

travel to access these sites.  This will create further pressure on biodiversity. 

• The proposed scheme is linked with economic growth and will encourage development in a relatively 

undisturbed sector of the town.  There is no assessment of the cumulative impact of the further 

development of these areas that is contingent on the road being built despite the economic benefits of these 

developments being part of the business case. 

• A provision of less than one wildlife crossing point per kilometre for a 10.8m wide road (including cycleway 

and footway) with 60mph traffic is likely to result in a permanent loss and fragmentation of habitats and the 

severance, by dividing habitats or wildlife corridors 

• Loss of bat foraging and commuting habitats. 

• Impact on the old hedgerows and mature oaks between, and linking, the SSSI with Ellesmere Road (A528).  

These have been identified (Appendix 8.18: Terrestrial Invertebrate Survey Report) as being of particular 

value for invertebrate species. 

• We do not believe that impacts will be reduced to non-significant levels following essential mitigation.  The 

effectiveness of hop overs, culverts etc.  is a matter of debate and so their effectiveness as a mitigation 

measure is questionable.   

• Adding to the ‘disconnect’ between people and wildlife.  It is now widely accepted that access to natural 

green space is incredibly important to well-being.  This has become especially evident during the recent 

corona virus experience with many people desperate to enjoy local green space.  The scheme results in the 

closure of many rights of way and a loss of tranquillity to a highly valued area of the town.  An area that was 

recognised in the Shrewsbury Big Town Plan as the “Green Wedge” which should be protected.  While the 

outline business case for the road recognised the “Green Wedge” designation, the “undeveloped” nature of 

https://www.cedr.eu/download/other_public_files/research_programme/call_2013/roads_and_wildlife/safebatpaths/Bat_mitigation_on_roads_A_field_experiment_of_hop_overs.pdf
https://www.cedr.eu/download/other_public_files/research_programme/call_2013/roads_and_wildlife/safebatpaths/Bat_mitigation_on_roads_A_field_experiment_of_hop_overs.pdf
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the area and the fact that any new road will “have a significant and permanent impact” we find no 

assessment of this impact.  Impact on a few specific sites and dwellings have been assessed but not on the 

overall tranquillity of the Severn Valley and “Green Wedge” as required by NPPF 180. 

• Some 250 hectares of ‘green space’ between the town and the proposed road will be isolated.  Of these 

some 55 hectares are included on the priority habitat inventory. 

6.1.5 Objection 6.5 - Impact on internationally designated site (Hencott Pool) 

 

Relevant legislation and guidance 

The EU Habitats Directive is enacted in UK legislation via Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017. 

The Habitats Directive applies the precautionary principle to the consideration of European sites in HRA.  Any 

uncertainty over the precise nature and/or magnitude of the adverse effects should be thoroughly tested.  Where 

appropriate, a precautionary approach should be adopted and the assessment of adverse effect based on a worse-

case scenario applied. 

European Union Common guidelines 

The precautionary principle shall be informed by three specific principles: 

• the fullest possible scientific evaluation, the determination, as far as possible, of the degree of 
scientific uncertainty; 

• a risk evaluation and an evaluation of the potential consequences of inaction; 

• the participation of all interested parties in the study of precautionary measures, once the results of 
the scientific evaluation and/or the risk evaluation are available. 

Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 

NPPF 175 b) “development on land within or outside a Site of Special Scientific Interest, and which is likely to have an 

adverse effect on it (either individually or in combination with other developments), should not normally be 

permitted”. 

Reasons for objection 

• Hencott Pool already suffers from levels of atmospheric nitrogen deposition above its carrying capacity.  The 

proposed scheme will exacerbate this problem. 

• Changes in nitrogen deposition exceed 1% of the critical load – a level where significant effects could be 

anticipated. 

• A predicted 0.3 kg N/ha/yr is very close to the threshold level of 0.4 kg N/ha/yr where significant impacts are 

expected.  Especially as predictions of nitrogen deposition related to the operational stage will be based on a 

traffic modelling approach that has been shown to consistently under estimate the actual levels of traffic 

when roads become operational. 

• Hencott Pool would also be threatened by any changes to groundwater levels or quality.  The supporting 

documents state that there is no hydrological link between the site of the scheme and Hencott Pool.  

Objection 6.5 - Impact on internationally designated site (Hencott Pool) 

We object to the proposed development on the grounds that it has not been demonstrated to the level of 

certainty required that the development will not impact on Hencott Pool SSSI/RAMSAR site.  There are significant 

concerns about the potential impact of the road on atmospheric nitrogen deposition and on the shallow 

groundwater systems on which the wetland depends.  

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/HTML/?uri=LEGISSUM:l32042&from=EN
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However there appears to be no geological cross sections or assessment of groundwater levels, perched 

water tables, etc.  See more detail on this under Objection 7.3. 

We also note the comments made on the application by Mark Broomfield (described as an air quality, odour and 

health impacts specialist with a BA in chemistry from the University of Cambridge, and a PhD in atmospheric 

chemistry (https://www.expertwitness.co.uk/expert/5763c804ca2f3af2228b6282 ).  In his response he has said ‘the 

ES has under-estimated the air quality impact of the proposed development at the Hencott Pool SSSI, for the 

following reasons: (a) failure to include the contribution of ammonia from road traffic; (b) failure to include wet 

deposition with the impacts of dry deposition; (c) failure to account for the in-combination impacts due to other 

proposed developments; (d) failure to account for uncertainty in the model forecasts; and (e) failure to include 

consideration of the impacts of airborne NOx, airborne ammonia, and acid deposition (Hencott Pool SSSI is sensitive 

to all these potential impacts3 which have been ignored in the ES).’ 

As outlined above, due to the international status of the site, the precautionary principle requires ‘the fullest 

possible scientific evaluation, the determination, as far as possible, of the degree of scientific uncertainty’.  This 

has not been done. 

6.1.6 Objection 6.6 - The proposed development conflicts with Shropshire local plan 

 

The Local Plan Core Strategy identifies the need to plan for several issues including: 

• A lower carbon footprint, ensuring development mitigates and adapts to the effects of climate change; 

• Transport facilities and services which offer improved accessibility and help people 

• reduce their car dependency; 

• The protection and enhancement of our natural and historic environment, its character, quality and 

diversity; 

The Vision for Shropshire includes: 

• Responding to climate change and enhancing our natural and built environment 

• Shropshire will be recognised as a leader in responding to climate change; 

• Working with communities to prepare for and adapt to the issues that climate change may bring and 

ensure the rich varied environment is valued, protected and enhanced; 

• Natural resources, waste and water will be managed efficiently and we will adapt our needs to meet 

the changing demands of the climate. 

12 Strategic Objectives include: (The proposed scheme contradicts one third of these objectives) 

8.  Support the improvement of Shropshire’s transport system in a sustainable and integrated way and locate 

development to improve accessibility by quality public transport, cycling and walking, help reduce car 

dependency and the impact of traffic on local communities and the environment. 

9.  Promote a low carbon Shropshire, delivering development which mitigates, and adapts to, the effects of 

climate change, including flood risk, by promoting more responsible transport and travel choices, more 

efficient use of energy and resources, the generation of energy from renewable sources, and effective and 

sustainable waste management. 

Objection 6.6 - The proposed development conflicts with Shropshire local plan 

Despite the fact that Shropshire Council has been manipulating the Local Plan in an to attempt to justify and 

support the NWR the scheme is still contrary to many of the policies as outlined in this section. 

https://www.expertwitness.co.uk/expert/5763c804ca2f3af2228b6282


Page 55 FINAL 27 April 2021 

11.  Ensure that the character, quality and diversity of Shropshire’s built, natural and historic environment is 

protected, enhanced and, where possible, restored, in a way that respects landscape character, biodiversity, 

heritage values, and local distinctiveness, and contributes to wider environmental networks. 

12.  Improve the quantity, quality and accessibility of multifunctional open space, rights of way, and sport, 

recreation and cultural facilities to provide varied opportunities for people of all ages to enjoy physical 

activity, cultural activities and lifetime learning, helping to improve health and well-being. 

Core Strategy Policy CS2: Shrewsbury – Development Strategy 

4.29 The protection and enhancement of the town’s historic character and heritage assets, notably the 

extensive Shrewsbury conservation area focussed on the town centre, the historic battlefield on the northern 

edge of the town and the town’s green infrastructure, including green corridors associated with the River 

Severn and its tributaries, will also be a priority issue to be addressed.  The development of Shrewsbury as a 

sustainable place, maintaining its high quality of life and environment, are key themes of the Shropshire 

Sustainable Community Strategy and the Shrewsbury Vision. 

Core Strategy Policy CS7: Communications and Transport 

Despite the NWR only being one of eight bullet points under this policy SC appear to have neglected the 

pursuit of any of the other options.  A sceptic might think that this has been in an attempt to force the NWR.  

However it would be more logical and sustainable to pursue the alternatives if there is a true desire to reduce 

car dependency. 

Core Strategy Policy CS16: Tourism, Culture and Leisure 

Includes: 

• Promoting connections between visitors and Shropshire’s natural, cultural and historic environment, 

including through active recreation, access to heritage trails and parkland, and an enhanced value of 

local food, drink and crafts; 

• Supporting development that promotes opportunities for accessing, understanding and engaging with 

Shropshire’s landscape, cultural and historic assets including the Shropshire Hills AONB, rights-of-way 

network, canals, rivers and meres & mosses.  Development must also meet the requirements of Policy 

CS17; 

7  Environment 

7.1 Shropshire’s high quality natural and built environment is one of it’s greatest assets, attracting 

investment and boosting Shropshire’s image as a tourist destination, as well as playing a key role in 

community health and wellbeing.  Protecting and enhancing the material, natural and historic resources 

which make Shropshire special is central to the role of the Local Development Framework, and is particularly 

important in the context of climate change. 

Core Strategy Policy CS17: Environmental Networks 

Development will identify, protect, enhance, expand and connect Shropshire’s environmental assets, to create a 

multifunctional network of natural and historic resources.  This will be achieved by ensuring that all development: 

• Protects and enhances the diversity, high quality and local character of Shropshire’s natural, built and 

historic environment, and does not adversely affect the visual, ecological, geological, heritage or 

recreational values and functions of these assets, their immediate surroundings or their connecting 

corridors; 
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• Contributes to local distinctiveness, having regard to the quality of Shropshire’s environment, including 

landscape, biodiversity and heritage assets, such as the Shropshire Hills AONB, the Meres and Mosses 

and the World Heritage Sites at Pontcysyllte Aqueduct and Canal and Ironbridge Gorge; 

• Does not have a significant adverse impact on Shropshire’s environmental assets and does not create 

barriers or sever links between dependant sites; 

• Secures financial contributions, in accordance with Policies CS8 and CS9, towards the creation of new, 

and improvement to existing, environmental sites and corridors, the removal of barriers between sites, 

and provision for long term management and maintenance.  Sites and corridors are identified in the LDF 

evidence base and will be regularly monitored and updated. 

Core Strategy Policy CS18: Sustainable Water Management 

7.16 Development can result in culverted watercourses which have the potential to become blocked by debris 

during periods of high river flows, reduce natural habitats, result in the fragmentation or loss of wildlife 

corridors and impact on green amenity space, reducing recreational opportunities, such as angling and 

walking.  To minimise the impact development has upon the natural water environment, proposals which 

contribute to the artificial enclosure of watercourses will not be supported.  Where possible, development 

should contribute to the opening up of existing culverts to improve natural drainage and enhance and 

conserve Shropshire’s water environment as an important asset, in accordance with the objectives of Policy 

CS17. 

7.18 The EU Water Framework Directive requires that water bodies do not deteriorate in terms of quality and 

aim to achieve and maintain a good quality status.  It is important that, wherever possible, new development 

contributes to achieving these objectives, by protecting and enhancing water quality within Shropshire, 

including groundwater resources.  Where water quality could be compromised by the development strategy 

proposed, Shropshire Council will work with the Environment Agency and its partners to explore opportunities 

to create additional environmental capacity, through actions to deliver its River Basin Management Plans.  

This includes supporting agri-environment schemes to control diffuse pollution and contribute to Shropshire’s 

environmental network, in accordance with Policy CS17.  Opportunities to achieve additional benefits will 

also be sought, in terms of improving wetland habitats and biodiversity through river restoration or 

enhancement as part of a development. 

6.2 Observations, errors and omissions 
In addition to the relatively direct impacts on ecology there are additional concerns. 

The proposed scheme “would result in a direct, temporary and permanent, very large adverse effect on BMV 

agricultural land, which is significant” (7.11.1 of the ES).  We see no assessment of the likelihood of agricultural being 

displaced and putting pressure on biodiversity elsewhere in the area. 

“This would leave a permanent loss of 33.6ha of agricultural land, including 25.3ha of BMV land”.   

The proposed scheme appears to have some reliance of CIL monies and increases the risk that other applications will 

claim insufficient funds to fully address ecological requirements. 

7 Water (including drainage, geology and soils) 

7.1 Introduction 
This section of our comments focuses on the impact of the proposed road scheme on ground conditions and water.  

This includes reviews of: 

• Chapter 10 – Geology and Soils 

o Appendix 10.1 Interim Baseline Contamination Study Report 
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o Appendix 10.2 CONFIDENTIAL REPORT – This report appears to be central to the whole water risk 

assessment but has not been made available for review despite a reasonable request to review it 

whilst reviewing maintaining confidentiality 

o Appendix 10.3 Interim Piling Works Risk Assessment 

o Appendix 10.4 Interim Borehole Decommissioning Plan 

o Appendix 10.5 Interim Baseline Water Quality Construction Monitoring Strategy 

• Chapter 17 

o Appendix 17.1: Water Environment Risk Assessment (WERA) 

o Appendix 17.2: Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) 

o Appendix 17.3: Water Framework Directive Assessment (WFDa) 

o Appendix 17.4: Drainage Network Water Quality Risk Assessment (DNWQRA) 

o Appendix 17.5: Water Quality Sampling Results 

o Appendix 17.6: Geomorphological Assessment 

In the text below we have organised our comments under two headings 

1. Objections 

In this section we set out our grounds for objecting to the scheme by identifying key impacts and conflicts with 

local, regional and national policy/guidance. 

2. Observation, errors and omissions 

In this section we present other observations and any errors/omissions we have identified in the documentation.  

In order to keep the main text to a manageable length, we have put this text into Appendix 1 which sets out 

detailed comments, observations and criticisms of the various reports that have been reviewed in this section.  

We recommend that the applicant should be asked to address all of these points as we have used them as the 

basis of our objections set out below which we regard as significant.   

The comments in this section were prepared by Mike Streetly.  Mike Streetly is a Chartered Geologist with 30 years’ 

experience of environmental consultancy, particularly related to water resource hydrogeology.  Mike has advised the 

Environment Agency, water companies and developers on matters related to the development and protection of 

groundwater, particularly through the use of groundwater models.  Mike has also provided expert advice to many 

clients including presentation of evidence at Public Inquiry.  He currently serves on the Science Committee of the 

Geological Society. 
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7.2 Objections 

7.2.1 Objection 7.1 – Impact on Severn Trent Water’s Shelton Public Water Supply Source Protection 

Zone (SPZ) 

 

Context15 

The Environment Agency is required to protect groundwater sources that are used to supply drinking water from 

pollution.  To assist with this duty, it defines Source Protection Zones (SPZs) around all such groundwater sources – 

these provide a visual representation of the increased risks as you get closer to the abstraction.  This could be from 

any activity that might cause pollution in the area.  For example, storing pollutants like petrol underground, and 

soakaways from septic tanks discharging to the ground.  The closer the activity to the source, the greater the risk.  

The following subdivisions are defined within SPZs: 

Zone 1: (Inner Protection Zone SPZ1) - This zone is defined by a groundwater travel time of 50-days or less 

from any point within the zone at, or below, the water table to the source.  Additionally, the zone has as a 

minimum a 50-metre radius.  It is based principally on biological decay criteria and is designed to protect 

against the transmission of toxic chemicals and water-borne disease.   

Zone 2: (Outer Protection Zone SPZ2) - This zone is defined by the 400-day groundwater travel time from a 

point below the water table.  Additionally, this zone has a minimum radius of 250 or 500 metres, depending 

on the size of the abstraction.  The travel time is derived from consideration of the minimum time required 

to provide delay, dilution and attenuation of slowly degrading pollutants. 

Zone 3: (Total catchment SPZ3) - This zone is defined as the total area needed to provide sufficient rainfall 

(recharge) to support the abstraction from the protected groundwater source. 

The Oxon Link Road section of the route passes through the Shelton SPZ1 (from just east of B4380 Holyhead Road 

Roundabout to slightly east of Clayton Way Overbridge/approximate chainage 1700 – 2100m), SPZ2 and SPZ3 and 

 
15 We note that the Environment Agency has submitted an objection to the planning application and has independently raised 
many of the issues that we are objecting to in this section.  Severn Trent Water has submitted an interim response and, whilst 
not objecting in principle to the development, requiring a significant amount of additional work to be completed before they are 
satisfied. We note that most of the issues that they have raised are similar to those in our objection.  We, like the Environment 
Agency, do not agree that these issues should be put off until after provisional planning award – the outcome is in our view so 
uncertain that it is not possible to proceed with this application without resolving these issues. 

Objection 7.1 – Impact on Severn Trent Water’s Shelton Public Water Supply Source Protection Zone (SPZ) 

We object to the proposed development on the grounds that: 

1. it creates an unacceptable risk to Severn Trent Water’s Shelton Public Water Supply; 

2. the Applicant has not assessed the degree of risk to the level of scientific certainty required; 

3. the Applicant has not considered this risk adequately during route selection; 

4. the Applicant has not considered alternative scheme designs that could reduce the risk; 

5. the Applicant’s proposed mitigation means it will have to commit to maintaining the drainage system to 

a very high standard (impermeable) in perpetuity, whereas it is clear that the council cannot adequately 

maintain its current road assets;  

6. any failure of the proposed drainage system during or following a spillage event could lead to long term 

contamination of the aquifer thus jeopardising Severn Trent Water’s Shelton Public Water Supply and 

making the council liable for tens of millions of pounds of clean up costs; and 

7. the interception of recharge by the road drainage network could cause deterioration under the Water 

Framework Directive. 
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very close to both the associated Shelton boreholes and the Severn Trent Water Shelton surface water intake on the 

River Severn (the latter being ~70 m upstream of the proposed bridge - see Figure 9.1).  The entire Application 

Boundary lies within a Drinking Water Protected Area due to these abstractions.  These water sources are a critical, 

sensitive, water supply for Shrewsbury.   

The road design includes the construction of a roundabout (a type of road junction associated with the highest level 

of risk of serious spillage) within SPZ1.  The proposed development also includes installation of deep piles and 

extensive earthworks and excavation in SPZ2. 

 

Figure 7.1 Shelton SPZs (taken from WSP/Shropshire Council 2021 Figure 17.3) 

The footprint of the Proposed Scheme overlies the ‘Severn Middle Shropshire – Permo-Triassic Sandstone East 

Shropshire’ Water Framework Directive groundwater body (water body ID GB40901G300100).  This is currently 

graded with ‘Poor’ overall status (Cycle 2, 2019) due to poor nutrient management (diffuse source) and excessive 

abstractions (flow).  The groundwater body is protected under the Drinking Waters Protected Area and Nitrates 

Directive.  The long-term objective is to achieve a ‘Good’ chemical condition by 2050. 

The Summary of construction phase residual effects in Chapter 10 of WSP/Shropshire Council 2021 (10.1.3) states: 
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• There is likely to be a direct, temporary moderate adverse residual effect on very high sensitivity 

groundwater resources (SPZ1 and SPZ2) through piling creating a preferential pathway affecting water 

quality (significant); 

• There is likely to be a direct, temporary slight adverse residual effect on groundwater of lower sensitivity 

(SPZ3 and no SPZ) (not significant); 

• There is likely to be a direct temporary, slight adverse residual effect upon groundwater within the superficial 

deposits (not significant); and 

• There is likely to be a direct temporary, slight adverse residual effect on surface waters (including the River 

STWL surface water intake) quality via groundwater flow (not significant). 

The Summary of operational phase residual effects in Chapter 10 of WSP/Shropshire Council 2021 (10.1.4) states: 

Under normal operational conditions it is not predicted there would be any significant effects.  The below 

scenarios are predicted under very extreme and specific incident events 

• There is likely to be a direct, temporary and slight adverse residual effect on very high sensitivity 

groundwater resources should a pollution event occur (not significant). 

We outline below why most of these risks are understated.  However, taken at face value, this still shows that the 

risk to groundwater from the scheme is potentially very significant and the assessment of this risk needs to be 

carried out thoroughly. 

Relevant Guidance and Legislation  

The following legislation is relevant to this issue. 

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF- updated Feb 2019)  

Section 2 Achieving Sustainable Development  

7.  The purpose of the planning system is to contribute to the achievement of sustainable development.  At a 
very high level, the objective of sustainable development can be summarised as meeting the needs of the 
present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs. 

One of the three over-arching objectives is: 

8.  c) an environmental objective – to contribute to protecting and enhancing our natural, built and historic 
environment; including making effective use of land, helping to improve biodiversity, using natural 
resources prudently, minimising waste and pollution, and mitigating and adapting to climate change, 
including moving to a low carbon economy 

Section 11.  Making effective use of land  

117.  Planning policies and decisions should promote an effective use of land in meeting the need for homes 
and other uses, while safeguarding and improving the environment and ensuring safe and healthy living 
conditions 

The Water Environment (Water Framework Directive) (England and Wales) Regulations 2017.  (Last accessed March 
2021) 

The Water Framework Directive (WFD) requires the Ministers and the Environment Agency: 

3.  2 (a) to prevent deterioration of the surface water status or groundwater status of a body of water 
(subject to the application of regulations 18 and 19), and 

3.  2(b) otherwise to support the achievement of the environmental objectives set for a body of water (subject 
to the application of regulations 16 to 19). 

The Environment Agency is the Competent Authority for implementation of the WFD in England. 

This text from Environment Agency, 2017 (See below for reference) explains the protection of drinking water 
protected areas under the WFD: 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/810197/NPPF_Feb_2019_revised.pdf
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2017/407/contents/made
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All groundwater bodies in England are designated as drinking water protected areas (DrWPAs).  This aims to 
protect groundwater from over-abstraction and to prevent deterioration in groundwater quality that could 
increase the treatment of drinking water. 

European Union Groundwater Daughter Directive 2006/118/EC (2006) 

Whereas: 

1. Groundwater is a valuable natural resource and as such should be protected from deterioration and chemical 
pollution.  This is particularly important for groundwater-dependent ecosystems and for the use of 
groundwater in water supply for human consumption. 

2. Groundwater is the most sensitive and the largest body of freshwater in the European Union and, in 
particular, also a main source of public drinking water supplies in many regions. 

3. Groundwater in bodies of water used for the abstraction of drinking water or intended for such future use 
must be protected in such a way that deterioration in the quality of such bodies of water is avoided in order 
to reduce the level of purification treatment required in the production of drinking water…. 

The Groundwater Directive aims to set groundwater quality standards and introduce measures to prevent or limit 
pollution of groundwater, including those listed with the ‘List of Priority Substances’.  The Directive has been 
developed in response to the requirements of Article 17 of the WFD, specifically the assessment of chemical status 
of groundwater and objectives to achieve ‘good’ status  

The Environmental Quality Standards Directive (EQSD), also known as the Priority Substances Directive 2008/105/EC 
(PSD) as amended by 2013/39/EU, further protects surface waters and defines Environmental Quality Standards for 
hazardous and non-hazardous substances in surface waters. 

Environment Agency, 2017 Guidance Protect groundwater and prevent groundwater pollution Published 14 March 
2017 

3.  If an activity may cause serious or irreversible damage, the Environment Agency will apply the 
precautionary principle and assess circumstances using a potential worst case result.  This is because once 
polluted, groundwater may take years to clean up. 

Environment Agency, (February 2018), The Environment Agency’s approach to groundwater protection, Version 1.2 

A2 Development must be appropriate to the sensitivity of the site.  Where the potential consequences of a 
development or activity are serious or irreversible the Environment Agency will adopt the precautionary 
principle to manage and protect groundwater.  The Environment Agency will also apply this principle in the 
absence of adequate information with which to conduct an assessment. 

A3 - Risk-based approach The Environment Agency encourages everyone whose activities may impact upon 
groundwater to consider the groundwater protection hierarchy in their strategic plans when proposing new 
development or activities.  The aim is to avoid potentially polluting activities being located in the most 
sensitive locations for groundwater.  A sensitive location with respect to groundwater would depend on the 
hazard from the proposed activity and importance of the receptor. 

C2 - Non-nationally significant infrastructure schemes In SPZ1 and SPZ2, the Environment Agency will only 
agree to proposals for infrastructure developments of non-national significance where they do not have the 
potential to cause pollution or harmful disturbance to groundwater flow or where these risks can be reduced 
to an acceptable level via Environmental Permitting (England and Wales) Regulations 2016 (EPR) if 
applicable. 

C4 - Transport developments When planning proposals are brought forward for major new road, rail or 
airport developments the Environment Agency will require that:  

• drainage is via sustainable drainage systems (SuDS) designed and maintained to current good 
practice standards, including the provision of suitable treatment or pollution prevention measures.  
The point of discharge of such systems should normally be outside SPZ1 and ideally outside SPZ2 

• where there is an existing or unavoidable need to discharge in SPZ1, the Environment Agency 
requires a detailed risk assessment to demonstrate that pollution of groundwater will not occur See 
also position statements G11 and G12. 

https://www.legislation.gov.uk/eudr/2006/118/introduction?view=plain
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/protect-groundwater-and-prevent-groundwater-pollution/protect-groundwater-and-prevent-groundwater-pollution#prevent-groundwater-pollution
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/692989/Envirnment-Agency-approach-to-groundwater-protection.pdf
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2016/1154/contents/made
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N8 - Physical disturbance of aquifers in SPZ1.  Within SPZ1, the Environment Agency will normally object in 
principle to any planning application for a development that may physically disturb an aquifer. 

N11 - Protection of resources and the environment from changes to aquifer conditions For any proposal that 
would physically disturb aquifers, lower groundwater levels, or impede or intercept groundwater flow, the 
Environment Agency will seek to achieve equivalent protection for water resources and the related 
groundwater-dependent environment as if the effect were caused by a licensable abstraction. 

Environment Agency, (2001) ‘Piling and Penetrative Ground Improvement Methods on Land Affected by 
Contamination: Guidance on Pollution Prevention 

Six possible pollution scenarios have been identified and described, representing situations where the 
Environment Agency is concerned that piling or penetrative ground improvement operations have a potential 
to cause pollution.  The six scenarios considered are as follows: [only relevant ones listed here] 

1.  Creation of preferential pathways, through a low permeability layer (an aquitard), to allow 
potential contamination of an underlying aquifer; 

5.  The driving of solid contaminants down into an aquifer during pile driving; and 

6.  Contamination of groundwater and, subsequently, surface waters by concrete, cement paste or 
grout. 

NB In consultation with stakeholders, WSP/Shropshire Council have added Scenario 7 – risk of turbidity affecting 
drinking water supplies. 

In the case of piling and ground improvement works, concerns about water protection are likely to be most 
acute when: 

• Piling would breach a low permeability layer or connect two previously discrete aquifers; 
• The site overlies a Major or Minor Aquifer; 
• The site is located within a Source Protection Zone; 
• Groundwater is currently of good quality; 
• The water table is shallow or likely to be intersected by piles; 
• The geological strata are fractured or fissured; 
• Works are close to a surface water body and run-off from arisings could pollute those waters. 

European Union Common guidelines 

The precautionary principle shall be informed by three specific principles: 

• the fullest possible scientific evaluation, the determination, as far as possible, of the degree of 
scientific uncertainty; 

• a risk evaluation and an evaluation of the potential consequences of inaction; 

• the participation of all interested parties in the study of precautionary measures, once the results of 
the scientific evaluation and/or the risk evaluation are available. 

Department of the Environment, Transport and the Regions (DETR) (2000) ‘Guidelines for Environmental Risk 
Assessment and Management’. 

Aquifer designations http://apps.environment-agency.gov.uk/wiyby/117020.aspx   

DMRB LA 113 - Road drainage and the water environment 
https://standardsforhighways.co.uk/dmrb/search/d6388f5f-2694-4986-ac46-b17b62c21727   

3.26 Where the risk indicated in a groundwater quality and routine runoff simple assessment is medium or 
high, a detailed assessment shall be completed by a competent expert with the degree of detail being 
appropriate to the medium or high result. 

3.27 The approach for detailed assessment of and groundwater quality and routine runoff shall be agreed 
with the relevant consultation body.   

3.27.1 The detailed assessment for groundwater quality and routine runoff should involve the collection of 
further information, the nature and scale of which is to be determined by the competent expert.   

http://www.merseygateway.co.uk/publicinquirydocs/Core-docs/CD-256.pdf
http://www.merseygateway.co.uk/publicinquirydocs/Core-docs/CD-256.pdf
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/HTML/?uri=LEGISSUM:l32042&from=EN
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/69450/pb13670-green-leaves-iii-1111071.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/69450/pb13670-green-leaves-iii-1111071.pdf
http://apps.environment-agency.gov.uk/wiyby/117020.aspx
https://standardsforhighways.co.uk/dmrb/search/d6388f5f-2694-4986-ac46-b17b62c21727
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3.28 The need for, and nature of, measures to mitigate the effects of routine runoff on groundwater quality 
shall be informed by the detailed assessment.   

3.29 Discharge to ground within a SPZ 1 shall be subject to a detailed assessment.   

3.29.1 Discharge to ground within a SPZ 1 should be avoided.   

3.30 Where there is potential for infiltration to by-pass the unsaturated zone, for example in extensively 
fractured ground, a detailed assessment shall be undertaken.   

3.31 Discharge to ground via deep, point-type soakaways such as deep shafts or boreholes shall be subject to 
a detailed assessment.   

3.31.1 Discharge to ground via deep, point-type soakaways should be avoided.   

3.31.2 A minimum depth of one metre to groundwater should be maintained by any infiltration device. 

3.34 Using the spillage assessment method, for the risk of a serious pollution incident to be acceptable the 
calculated annual probability shall not be greater than 0.5% where spillage has the potential to affect a: 1) 
SSSI; 2) SPZ; 3) protected area; 4) drinking water supply; or 5) commercial activity abstracting from the 
watercourse 

Table 3.70 Estimating the importance of water environment attributes indicates that groundwater within SPZ1 
should be considered of ‘Very high importance’ i.e.  Nationally significant attribute of high importance. 

 

Shropshire Council (March 2011) Shropshire Local Development Framework: Adopted Core Strategy, Background 

Technical Report on: The Sustainability Appraisal Process  

Core Strategy 18: Sustainable Water Management states that  

“Developments will integrate measures for sustainable water management to reduce flood risk, avoid an 

adverse impact on water quality and quantity within Shropshire, including groundwater resources, and 

provide opportunities to enhance biodiversity, health and recreation, by ensuring that […]:  

New development enhances and protects water quality, including Shropshire’s groundwater resources”.   

Shropshire Council (December 2015) Site Allocations and Management of Development (SAMDev) Plan, Adopted 

Plan sets out development management policies and specific guidance to meet the National Planning Policy 

Framework (NPPF). 

MD12 Natural Environment: details the level of protection offered to Shropshire’s natural assets, which also provide 

ecosystem services including flood relief, soil retention, water filtration and climate change mitigation amongst 

others.  Principles behind MD12 include avoidance of loss/damage, provide adequate mitigation measures for any 

harm/loss if the public benefits of development outweigh the asset value, and provide adequate compensation 

measures where avoidance nor mitigation are possible (in order of preference)  
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Shropshire Council Regulation 19: Pre-Submission Draft of the Shropshire Local Plan 2016 to 2038 December 2020 

DP19.  Water Resources and Water Quality 

Development must not adversely affect the quality, quantity and flow of both ground and surface water and 
must ensure that there is adequate water infrastructure in place to meet its own needs. 

1.  Development proposals which would lead to deterioration or compromise the ability of those water bodies 
covered by the Water Framework Directive to meet good status standards, both during construction and 
when operational, will not be supported. 

2.  Development proposals in a groundwater Source Protection Zones (SPZ) must show how they have: 

a.  Considered the potential to encounter shallow groundwater.  If shallow groundwater is likely, the Council 
will expect the development to restrict the use of soakaways; and 

b.  Avoided direct discharge of hazardous substances to groundwater; and 

c.  Considered the potential for historic contamination to be encountered.  Where historic contamination is 
likely, the Council will expect development to restrict deep penetrative foundation methods. 

3.  Proposals in Source Protection Zone 1 are not encouraged. 

 

Reasons for objection 

Reason 1.1. It creates an unacceptable risk to Severn Trent Water’s Shelton Public Water Supply 

It has been a challenge to assess the risks posed to the Shelton Public Water Supply boreholes based on the 

information provided by the applicant because the risk assessment is effectively split across two chapters and dozen 

appendices, many of which are over a hundred pages long.  In addition, one key appendix has been classified as 

‘Confidential’ and has not been released for public review whilst the geological model prepared by the applicant and 

other geotechnical reports that are referenced in these chapters and which we requested copies of in March 2021 

have, to date, not been provided.  Our summary of the inadequacies of the approach (presented below) attempts to 

be more concise. 

The risks that the development poses to the Shelton groundwater sources are summarised on Figure 9.2. 

https://shropshire.gov.uk/media/16749/regulation-19-pre-submission-draft-of-the-shropshire-local-plan.pdf
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Figure 7.2.  Schematic cross section illustrating risk pathways affecting Shelton boreholes (based on geological 

cross section through Shelton Rough area provided in WSP/Shropshire Council 2021) 

These can be summarised as follows: 

1) Leakage to groundwater from a spillage on Holyhead Road roundabout (sited within SPZ1). 

2) Leakage to groundwater from Attenuation Basin 4 and associated pipes/channels (within SPZ2) 

3) Pollution risk from re-profiling Shelton Bank (which involves excavation within a few metres of the water 

table in the aquifer system from which the boreholes draw water); 

4) Leakage of water from the River Severn after it has been contaminated in a major spillage event; and 

5) Risk of turbidity generated by piling work being transmitted to the boreholes via fractures. 

WSP/Shropshire Council have systematically understated the risk to Severn Trent Water’s public water supply 

boreholes as follows: 

1) The Applicant misleadingly describes the effects on groundwater as ‘temporary and short term’ (although 

the phrase ‘short to medium term’ appears at random in a few places) throughout the various reports.  

WSP/Shropshire Council have not presented any information to define this period or to justify the claim.  In 

fact, as outlined above (Environment Agency, 2017) any contamination of groundwater will take many years 

to clean up, whilst the physical effects on the shallow groundwater systems from the construction phase will 

be permanent.  The potential impacts on the SPZ should therefore be stated as being long term/permanent 

and their seriousness upgraded accordingly.   

2) The Applicant describes the overlying glacial strata as being ‘low permeability’.  However, the glacial sands 

and sands and gravels that make up much of the sequence (e.g.  the beige strata on Figure 9.2 above) are of 
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reasonably high permeability (average 10-5 m/s based on the data provided) and as such will allow the 

transmission of pollutants in groundwater. 

3) The Applicant sets the risks of a spillage on the Holyhead roundabout (and roundabouts are the road 

junctions with the highest risk of serious spillage (see Table D.1 above)) i.e. pathways 1 and 2 on Figure 9.2 

above, as ‘negligible’ because the proposed mitigation is to make the drainage network in this area and 

Attenuation Pond 4 ‘impermeable’.  There are a number of challenges that can be made to this approach: 

a. How will ‘impermeability’ be achieved and measured before sign off? 

b. How will ‘impermeability’ be maintained in perpetuity? 

c. What are the consequences if a spill occurs and ‘impermeability’ is not achieved/maintained?  The 

risk assessment is silent on how significant this would be.  This means that it is not possible to assess 

how important it is to maintain the drainage network’s impermeability. 

4) The Applicant discounts the risks from excavations in the proximity to the aquifer system (pathway 3) 

because the report claims that the distance from the base of the excavation to the water table is over 10 m 

whereas our analysis of the evidence submitted (see below) suggests that it is 2.6 m on average and at times 

less than this.  The risk assessment dismisses these risks as negligible whereas they are clearly significant. 

5) The Applicant has removed the risk to groundwater from contaminated river water being drawn into the 

boreholes after a spillage from the assessment despite the report on the dispersivity modelling stating 

‘Therefore, the river can only be significantly impacted downstream meaning that up to 10% of the resource 

to the STWL Shelton groundwater sources could be potentially impacted by such a scenario.’  The Applicant 

has omitted this important conclusion from the assessment of risk throughout the report. 

Reason 1.2. The Applicant has not assessed the degree of risk to the level of scientific certainty required 

Due to the serious and irreversible nature of the contamination that a spillage in SPZ1 could cause to Severn Trent 
Water’s Shelton public water supply, it is appropriate to invoke the Precautionary Principle (Environment Agency, 
2018 A2, A3 presented above).  This requires ‘the fullest possible scientific evaluation, the determination, as far as 
possible, of the degree of scientific uncertainty´ European Union Common guidelines quoted above.  The Applicant 
has not presented a risk assessment that is consistent with these requirements: 

• The conceptual understanding of the geology (Objection 7.2 below) and hydrogeology is weak and poorly 

presented.  A 3D geological block model has been prepared but very limited outputs have been presented 

and so the robustness and reliability of the interpretations cannot be assessed.   

• The risk assessment appears to rely mainly on summaries of data (typically averages) and a subjective/ 

qualitative matrix-based approach to risk assessment.  Given the serious nature of the risk, a full, 

quantitative risk assessment is required (as requested by the Environment Agency in the Scoping Request for 

the EIA -see below).   

• No quantitative groundwater modelling has been carried out although the Environment Agency’s response 

to the Scoping Request requires that this should be carried out (‘we would recommend that a comprehensive 

groundwater model encompassing the whole route be submitted as part of the EIA, this will likely inform the 

Water Environment Risk/Impact Assessment and measures to avoid impact’ Environment Agency, 3 Dec 

2019) 

• The Applicant has not completed the ground investigation (GI) required to support the risk assessment.  The 

Applicant has described the completion of the GI as an essential mitigation (i.e. can be completed post 

award of planning permission) but we would contend that this is essential information that is required to 

assess the level of risk and design mitigation measures before the scheme can be approved even in outline.  

In our review of each of the various reports and appendices below we have noted the occasions when the 

lack of a complete GI is stated to affect the reliability of the assessment: we counted over 74 such 

statements in these reports which gives an indication of the extent to which the application is rushed and 

premature. 

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/HTML/?uri=LEGISSUM:l32042&from=EN
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The conclusions of the risk assessment are that mitigation is required but a core part of that mitigation, the 

emergency response plan/contingency plan, has not been prepared.  Note that in some places the reports suggest 

that the Construction Environment Management Plan (CEMP) represents such a plan, but this only applies for the 

construction phase – a plan for maintaining and monitoring the mitigation systems in perpetuity is needed in order 

to protect Shrewsbury’s critical water supply. 

Reason 1.3. The Applicant has not considered this risk adequately during route selection 

Assessment of risk to groundwater is a complex task, especially when the underlying geology is complicated, as is the 

case around Shelton (where the aquifer from which water is abstracted for public water supply is overlain by a 

sequence of glacial deposits that is very complicated in nature and distribution in 3D – see discussion under 

Objection 7.2 below).  The first approach to managing this risk should therefore be to avoid creating a hazard in such 

areas where sensitive receptors are located.  This ‘avoid’ approach is consistent with Environment Agency 2017 

guidance on protecting groundwater and with guidance on road drainage (e.g.  DMRB LA 113 which is used by 

WSP/Shropshire Council as the core of their risk assessment methodology).  This’ avoid’ approach is also central to 

the Environment Agency’s response to the Scoping Request in 2019. 

The Applicant has been aware of this highly significant issue since early route optioneering work in 2005 - 6.  The 

Environment Agency has been clear in its responses since that time that its first preference in order to protect these 

critical sources is for alternative routes to be selected (e.g.  letter of 19 Oct 2005 from the Environment Agency as 

reported in the 2005 consultation report – para 3.4.3).  However, the Applicant’s consultants have consistently 

recommended that it will be possible to remove these risks to the satisfaction of the Environment Agency and 

Severn Trent Water e.g. report to SCC cabinet 7 Feb 2006 which says:   

29.  Water – the four routes terminating at Churncote Island (red option 1, green, black and orange) would 

bridge the River Severn upstream of the extraction point for Shelton Waterworks, which will therefore need 

to be relocated to avoid a pollution risk.  Our consultants advise that this would be feasible, although there 

will be technical issues to resolve with the EA.  In general these longer routes also have the largest impact on 

existing drainage.  The four routes terminating at Churncote Island (red option 1, green, black and orange) 

[i.e.  broadly the route selected in the Shelton area] would also directly pass through the “Source Protection 

Zone” (SPZ1) around the borehole used for ground water extraction, but our consultants advise that this 

would not preclude construction of these routes.  It should however be noted that the red route (option 2) 

would avoid the SPZ and be downstream of the present river water extraction point.  All routes, including 

both the red routes, would affect the River Severn flood plain in some way. 

In other words, there was an option available to avoid putting the route through SPZ1 and downstream of the 

surface water intake, but the Applicant chose not to take this.   

In para 62 the report on the consultation states ‘The Environment Agency felt the assessment does not sufficiently 

address the possibilities of alternatives, which could avoid the potential to prejudice the public water supplies and 

treatment facilities at Shelton.’ 

Despite this confidence from the Applicant’s consultants, we see in the 2019 scoping responses that this issue had 

not been satisfactorily resolved e.g. in its response to the Scoping Request for the Environmental Impact 

Assessment, the Environment Agency has stated: 

one of the key constraints is the Shelton Source Protection Zone, associated boreholes and the Severn Trent 

Water (STW) Limited Shelton surface water intake on the River Severn.  This is a critical, sensitive, water 

supply for Shrewsbury.  The groundwater and surface water systems at Shelton, together with other 

groundwater assets in the area, provide a robust and resilient system that ensures continuity of supply to the 

area.   
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The road runs through Source Protection Zones (SPZ) 1, 2 and 3 for a public supply borehole.  Given the 

location of the road through the highly sensitive SPZ1 we would raise concerns regarding the protection of 

the groundwater at this location – particularly the interchange around Shelton and the bridge crossing near 

the intake.   

The EIA should consider options to ‘avoid’ the above constraints.  If the preferred option is to be pursued 

then it will be important to understand and demonstrate the risk and how the risk will be mitigated.  There 

may be some impacts remaining and risks which could result in potential impact upon the majority of 

Shrewsbury’s water supply.  This will also be a key concern of Severn Trent Water Ltd as asset owner.  

Options to avoid this risk must be explored. 

With regard to potential alternatives, capable of influencing the environmental effects of this project, we 

have been involved in previous historical discussions about the proposed route for the NWRR but, based on 

our records, we were not formally consulted on the Options Assessment Report dated December 2017.  We 

note that your EIA will pick up upon alternative design options and avoidance of environmentally sensitive 

sites such as the above.  This will enable decision makers to take into account, linked to baseline data, the 

reasonable alternatives (including route) which are relevant to the proposed development and its 

characteristics, and an indication of the main reasons for the options chosen taking into account the effects 

of the development on the environment.   

Meanwhile, the possibility of any alternative routes that would cross the river downstream of the Shelton intake and 

minimise the length of SPZ covered have been removed by Shropshire Council’s sale of land between The Mount and 

the River Severn that was previously protected as a possible route.   

Note also that the Transport Assessment suggests that traffic on the road will have exceeded capacity before 2038 

(design date).  The route selection is therefore likely to apply to any subsequent schemes to expand the capacity of 

the scheme (further increasing the risk to these sources).  At that stage it will be very difficult to advocate alternative 

routes that avoid these critical water supply sources. 

Reason 1.4. The Applicant has not considered alternative road designs that could reduce the risk 

In designing the road, the Applicant has proposed the location of a roundabout within SPZ1.  Table D.1 of DMRB LA 

113 (presented above) shows that the risk of a serious spillage at a roundabout is significantly higher than for other 

types of road junction (e.g. over three times higher than a cross road).  However, the Applicant has at no stage 

presented any consideration of other types of road junction.  The Applicant has made some design changes during 

the most recent project i.e.   

2.1.25.  The Planning Statement for the scheme says 

The OLR proposed a roundabout at the junction of the NWRR and Little Oxon Lane.  The proposed 

roundabout is now omitted from the design to reduce disruption to traffic flow along the NWRR, which may 

diminish the benefits of the road as a strategic route.  Access to the NWRR will instead be provided at 

Holyhead Roundabout, 850m to the east.  This puts more crossing traffic onto Holyhead roundabout – this 

increasing the risk of serious spillage ta this location. 

Between the 2017 and 2020 consultation the Planning statement also states Increased speed from 50 mph to 

60 mph – now a strategic route not a distributor.  Shropshire Council North West Relief Road (NWRR) Route 

Map from 2020 Consultation.  This increased speed will also increase the risk of serious spillage at the 

roundabouts. 
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Since the selection of the Modified Black route (see Figure 2-4 from the Planning Statement below), the 

route has been re-aligned slightly further south as it crosses the River Severn meaning that the route takes a 

slightly longer route through SPZ1and SPZ2. 

 

i.e.  the Applicant has considered changes during the design process but this has not included any serious attempt to 

minimise risk to the Shelton boreholes.  In fact the three design changes outlined above actually increase the risk to 

the sources. 

Reason 1.5. The Applicant’s proposed mitigation requires having a properly maintained drainage system in 

perpetuity  

With respect to spillage risk to groundwater and public water supply during operation WSP/Shropshire Council 2021 

states in 10.11.9: 

Should a pollution event occur the emergency response plan should be followed [note that this plan does not 

exist].  This in addition to the spillage control measures embedded in the drainage strategy would result in 

the magnitude of potential impact being negligible adverse and the potential effect would be slight adverse.  

The Proposed Scheme would result in a direct, temporary, short term not significant residual effect on 

groundwater. 

The normal approach in EIA is to assess an impact and then, if this is found to be significant, design mitigation and 

demonstrate that this will be effective and that residual impacts are not significant.  In this case, WSP/Shropshire 

Council have not carried out the first stage and are relying on the ‘impermeable’ lining to take the risk down to 

negligible.  This means that it is not possible to assess how important the maintenance of an ‘impermeable’ lining is.  

Because the risk will be present throughout the operational period of the road (and in fact will grow with time as 
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traffic increases), the integrity of the lining system will need to be guaranteed in perpetuity.  It is not clear how the 

Applicant proposes to do this to the satisfaction of the Environment Agency/Severn Trent Water. 

• In the absence of the emergency response plan, the spillage risk to groundwater and public water supply 

during operation is assessed as follows: 

10.9.21.  A spillage event on the highway, such as a fuel tanker collision may cause a significant pollution 

event to groundwater and surface water.   

10.9.22.  Assessments [it is not clear what these ‘assessments’ are – they are not clearly referenced and so 

the validity of this statement cannot be verified] have concluded that there is a low risk to the utilised 

groundwater resource (Principal aquifer, groundwater abstractions and river intake).  Therefore, the 

magnitude of potential impact is very conservatively considered to be minor adverse and the potential effect 

as moderate adverse.  The Proposed Scheme would result in a direct, temporary, short term effect on the 

groundwater.  At present, the potential effect is conservatively considered significant.  However, this 

assessment will be reviewed in light of outstanding GI and if the predicted hydrogeological regime is 

corroborated, or found to be more favourable than assumed, then the reassessed effect is likely be 

downgraded  

10.9.22 states that the effect of any spillage would be ‘short term’.  However, contamination of groundwater is 

widely understood to be a problem that will take many years to resolve: the Applicant provides no justification for 

stating that the risk to groundwater will be ‘short term’ in the documentation. 

Reason 1.6. Any failure of the proposed drainage system during or following a spillage event could lead to long 

term contamination of the aquifer thus jeopardising Severn Trent Water’s Shelton Public Water Supply  

As discussed above, the Applicant has not carried out a detailed, quantitative risk assessment to justify the use of the 

phrase ‘temporary, short term’ for the impacts.  In fact, spillage of contaminants into the complex superficial strata 

above the SPZ1 will inevitably require many years of remediation and will jeopardise this important water supply for 

Shrewsbury for years if not decades.   

Reason 1.7 The interception of recharge by the proposed road drainage network could cause deterioration under 

the Water Framework Directive (WFD) 

In Appendix 17.3: Water Framework Directive Assessment, Table 3-1 – Activities and water bodies scoped into the 

WFD Assessment does not consider the potential impact of the scheme on the quantitative status of the Shropshire 

Middle Severn – Permo-Triassic Sandstone groundwater body. 

The total interception catchment area of the proposed drainage system is 30.8 ha with half of it being impermeable 

(from Annex C of Appendix 17.4).  The diversion of water that would otherwise infiltrate to the underlying sandstone 

aquifer over this area needs to be assessed.  Likewise, diversion of groundwater recharge by intercepting shallow 

groundwater bodies will potentially reduce recharge.  As the groundwater body is already at Poor status, any 

reduction in recharge will represent a deterioration in WFD status and hence contravene the requirements of the 

WFD.   
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7.2.2 Objection 7.2 – Inadequacy of the Geological Assessment 

 

Context   

The Cheshire-Shropshire Lowlands are well known for the presence of thick and complex sequences of sediments 

which were deposited during and immediately after the last ice age: indeed this is the type area used for defining the 

most recent (Devensian) ice age in the UK.  The following quotations from the foreword to the recent publication on 

the subject of the engineering geology of glacial strata emphasise the high degree of risk associated with these strata 

and the importance but difficulty of interpreting them correctly: 

Ground conditions associated with glacial and periglacial terrains never cease to cause surprises, often with 

very expensive consequences. 

Many of the most acute ground condition problems experienced by those involved in the construction 

industry are associated with glacial/periglacial soil formations.  Their variability and complexity are often 

difficult to understand but they must be taken into account at all stages of the construction process, from 

feasibility and detailed design to completion of construction. 

Professor Lord Mair CBE FREng FICE FRS S Kitty Laing Professor of Civil Engineering Cambridge University July 

2016 

The most recent large road building projects in Shropshire (the A5 Shrewsbury and Nesscliffe bypasses) both 

encountered ‘unexpected ground conditions’ which added significantly to the cost of the projects: in the latter case 

this was triggered by actual ground failure.  It is important that the Applicant learns lessons from these recent 

experiences.  However, Shropshire Council/WSP appear to have been remarkably incurious about the potential for 

ground instability to affect the largest road transport infrastructure project that the council has commissioned: the 

only report submitted with the planning application that explicitly mentions the issue of land stability is the 

Objection 7.2 – Inadequacy of the Geological Assessment 

We accept that it is common practice for some elements of geological/geotechnical assessment to be carried out 

in tandem to/subsequent to the planning process.  However, in our view, a very high degree of confidence is 

required in the geological understanding of the area due to the significant risks of impact on Severn Trent 

Water’s Shelton borehole, the potential instability of proposed groundworks at Shelton and the potential impacts 

on Hencott Pool SSSI/RAMSAR site.  The geological interpretation presented in the application is not sufficient to 

address uncertainties about these potential impacts to the degree of confidence required. 

We therefore object to the proposed development on the grounds that: 

1. The local geology is highly complex and prone to instability due to the long and varied glacial history and 

active erosion by the River Severn; 

2. The council’s geological assessment has completely failed to recognise this complexity which creates a 

significant risk of earthwork failure and therefore a need for major design changes (and associated 

increases to costs and land take); 

3. The council also states that the ground investigation is not yet complete and the uncertainty arising from 

this, combined with the lack of geological understanding described above, has important implications for 

design (and costs); 

4. Information on the geological complexity and stability of the area is readily available both in the 

literature and in the field and this has not been used in the geological assessment; 

5. The positioning of a SUDS basin at the top of a very steep slope with complex geology is unwise.  
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Geomorphological Assessment and that was only carried out at the request of the Environment Agency (and is 

primarily focussed only on the immediate vicinity of the River Severn): 

10.5.19 A geomorphological assessment (provided in Appendix 17.6 of Chapter 17: Road Drainage and Water 

Environment) identifies very minor geomorphological impacts proximal to the proposed Shelton Rough River Severn 

Viaduct on embankments to the River Severn.  However, proximal to the proposed viaduct the western (right hand) 

riverbank has a notably unstable baseline condition and is presently prone to erosion.  Therefore, as part of the 

Proposed Scheme it is planned to include:  

• Hard engineered bank protection on the western (right hand) riverbank stretching from ~50m upstream to 

~75m downstream of the proposed viaduct crossing; and  

• Green (soft) engineered bank protection on the eastern (left hand) riverbank proximal to and either side of 

the proposed viaduct crossing.  The proposals here in part aim to provide environmental enhancement and 

offset against the hard engineered measures proposed on the opposite bank. 

The Piling Works Risk Assessment (Appendix 10.3) states in 6.1.3.  The geology and ground conditions at the 

proposed works sites are potentially challenging (floodplain and shallow depth to groundwater east of the River 

Severn, unconsolidated superficial deposits, steep topography (river bluff) west of the River Severn and suspected 

marginal stability) and need to be addressed by the foundation design. 

Appendix 17.1 5.3.5  Discussing the proposed piling work the report states ‘The outputs suggest detailed design 

challenges may well occur in connection with a number of the piled structures for the viaduct.’  This emphasises the 

importance of a robust geological understanding in this area. 

Together this shows that land stability, particularly on the slopes below Shelton Rough, where the viaduct is 

proposed to abut, is a very significant issue.  Any errors or misinterpretations of the ground conditions will have very 

serious cost, environmental and health and safety implications.  Rectification of any problems arise would almost 

certainly require major re-design (and potentially an increase in land take16 etc) and is thus a matter of planning 

concern.   

Relevant Guidance and Legislation 

Section 15 of the NPPF ‘Conserving and enhancing the natural environment ‘ 

170 e “preventing new and existing development from contributing to, being put at unacceptable risk from, 
or being adversely affected by, unacceptable levels of soil, air, water or noise pollution or land instability”;  

The NPPF also includes a section on ‘Ground conditions and pollution’ 

178.  Planning policies and decisions should ensure that: 

a) a site is suitable for its proposed use taking account of ground conditions and any risks arising from land 
instability and contamination.  This includes risks arising from natural hazards or former activities such as 
mining, and any proposals for mitigation including land remediation (as well as potential impacts on the 
natural environment arising from that remediation); 

c) adequate site investigation information, prepared by a competent person, is available to inform these 
assessments. 

179.  Where a site is affected by contamination or land stability issues, responsibility for securing a safe development 

rests with the developer and/or landowner. 

 
16 The current re-profiling of the steep slope at Shelton Rough is based on a slope of approximately 1:2.5 (see 
VIADUCT_EROSION_PROTECTION_CROSS_SECTIONS-4171848) – assuming a 25 m high bank, this would take the slope back to 
62.5 m from the toe.  A 1:3 slope (which is discussed in the geotechnical reports as the default in poor ground conditions would 
take it back a further 12.5 m). 
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UK government guidance is also provided for planning authorities in dealing with land stability issues: 

Why should planning authorities be concerned about land stability? 

The effects of land instability may result in landslides, subsidence or ground heave.  Failing to deal with this 

issue could cause harm to human health, local property and associated infrastructure, and the wider 

environment.  They occur in different circumstances for different reasons and vary in their predictability and 

in their effect on development. 

The planning system has an important role in considering land stability by: 

• minimising the risk and effects of land stability on property, infrastructure and the public; 

• helping ensure that development does not occur in unstable locations or without appropriate 

precautions; and 

• to bring unstable land, wherever possible, back into productive use. 

Reasons for objection 

Reason 2.1 The complexity of the local geology 

As discussed in the section on context above, the deposits left behind after the retreat of an ice sheet are often very 

variable due to the highly complex environment both within/around the glacier and in the rapidly changing 

depositional environments associated with the retreating glacier. 

It is important to appreciate that the UK has been subject to repeated cycles of glaciation and de-glaciation which 

can lead to very complex topography, rock head and sequences of strata.  In the case of the glacial deposits around 

Shrewsbury this pattern is further complicated by the interaction of two ice masses: one moving south across the 

Cheshire Plain (Irish Sea Glacier (ISG)) and Welsh ice flowing westwards. 

After the retreat of the ISG margins northwards, a readvance by Welsh ice produced a series of lobate 

moraines that extend as far east as Shrewsbury Chiverrell et al 2020 

The superposition of deposits related to these two glaciers is very complex in 3D. 

Figure 9.3 shows an illustration of the local glacial setting at a time at which the Irish Sea Ice is retreating and the 

Welsh Ice advancing into the area around Shrewsbury. 

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/land-stability
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Figure 7.3 Glacial geomorphology of Glacial Lake Newport (Figure 4 from Chivverell et al 2020) (approx. line of 

NWR road shown in purple) 

The glacial deposits around Shrewsbury have been studied over many years and the following points are clear (see 

Figure 9.4 below for locations and detail): 

• There is a deep, channel scoured into the sandstone bedrock by the glaciers that runs from Melverley to 

Shrewsbury.  In places this extends to around 100 m below sea level.  The channel is filled with a mixture of 

lake deposits, sands, gravels and diamict (till). 

• The channel fill deposits interdigitate with moraines linked to the advance and retreat of Welsh Ice – the 

western end of the proposed NW road is almost entirely underlain by such deposits (Figure 9.2).  This area 

has been mapped as being underlain by moraines since at least Thomas, 198917 but the word moraine is not 

used in any of the WSP/Shropshire Council geological reports.  Between the moraines are areas of 

glaciofluvial deposits (sandurs) pitted with kettle holes and glaciolacustrine deposits.   

• Elsewhere there is a band of ‘hummocky’ terrain running approximately north-south through Shrewsbury – 

this is characterised by the dense coverage of kettle holes throughout the area. 

The glacial terrain described above can be expected to be associated with complex structural geology such as 

thrusts, faults and folds with intervening soft and easily deformable lacustrine silts: this has very significant 

implications for the stability of cuttings and embankments along the road.  However, apart from discussion of the 

deep channel, there is no mention of these glacial features at any point in any of the reports submitted with the 

planning application. 

 
17 Mapped as Thomas’ Assemblage B which is described as ‘ice-contact sediments and landforms, occupies the most 
morphologically diverse areas and is characterised by an array of minor ridges, mounds, hollows and water-filled basins in linear 
belts between 2 and 5 km wide running parallel to the distal flank of major till-cored ridges.  It is best developed in the Ellesmere 
area but other zones, of more irregular distribution, flank the distal margin of the moraine ridges running southeast towards 
Shrewsbury’ 
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18 

Figure 7.4 Glacial geomorphology of Glacial Lake Severn (Figure 5 from Chivverell et al 2020) (approx.  line of NWR 

road shown in purple) 

The Geomorphological assessment (Appendix 17.6) does recognise the instability of the land around Shelton Rough 

(see below) but this information is not used to inform the groundwater risk assessment or to justify the hard 

engineering proposed to mitigate this at the viaduct crossing. 

3.5.2.  The relatively short timescale of this project has meant that field-based assessment of morphological change 

(specifically erosion), such as utilisation of erosion pins, fixed-point photography and repeat survey have not been 

possible.  However, analysis of LiDAR data spanning a 10-year period, and the resultant DTM of difference (DoD) 

(Figure 3-2) has revealed potentially significant mass wasting processes between 1999 and 2009.  Whilst LiDAR data 

has an associated margin of error, and the survey area in places is covered in trees (which introduce an additional 

degree of uncertainty), these results nevertheless indicate that right bank of the River Severn in the vicinity of the 

Shelton Rough River Severn Viaduct, is, by no means, morphologically stable. 

 
18 i.e. during the period over which ground investigations for the NWR have been caried out, However, no monitoring of this 
slope has been carried out by the Applicant or its consultants during this period. 
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3.6.2.  The channel has subsequently incised into its floodplain, probably as a consequence of anthropogenic activity, 

such as land clearance and management, and channel modification, giving rise to steep, and often vertical banks that 

are, in places, subject to mass wasting processes.  Furthermore, the poorly sorted and mechanically weak glacio-

fluvial deposits through which the channel flows are highly susceptible to gravitational mass failure processes.  Thus, 

whilst the contemporary hydrological regime of the River Severn is broadly insufficient to drive notable channel 

migration through the survey reach, low frequency, high magnitude storm events, like the one that occurred in 

February 2020 – yielding one of the largest floods on record – have the potential to trigger significant yet localised 

bank failure through a combination of processes (and not solely fluvially-driven hydraulic scour). 

3.6.3.  Moreover, the general lack of depositional features throughout the middle River Severn indicatives that the 

channel is sediment supply-limited (perhaps unnaturally so) and thus erosion dominant.  However, the lack of gravel 

point bars, side bars etc.  may also be a symptom of channel incision. 

3.6.6.  River bank material at the proposed crossing location is comprised variously of silts, sands and, to a lesser 

extent, clays intermixed with poorly sorted gravels, the majority of which is of fluvio-glacial origin.  The composition 

of bank material, in addition to the ubiquitous channel incision observed throughout the Study Area, results in bank 

faces that are susceptible to a variety of erosional processes.  These processes are interlinked with broader hillslope 

processes, particularly at the proposed viaduct crossing location on right bank, where a steep approximately 25m 

river cliff ascends from the channel margin.  Here, mass failure processes operate in unison with basal hydraulic 

erosion at the toe of the cliff. 
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Reason 2.2 Weakness of the Applicant’s geological assessment 

In recognition of the importance of glacial and peri-glacial processes in engineering geology, the Geological Society 

recently published a major report on the Engineering Geology and Geomorphology of Glaciated and Peri-Glaciated 

Terrains (Griffiths & Martin, 2017).  This report is not referenced by any of the WSP/Shropshire Council reports 

submitted in support of the proposed North West road.  Chapter 1 of the Geological Society report contains the 

following quotations: 

Ground affected by periglacial and glacial processes can be among the most variable formed by nature. 

The development of the conceptual ground model (CGM) is a critical component of any desk study or ground 

engineering project planning process.  A key task of the engineering geologist is to develop the CGM in order 

to predict the occurrence of known terrain units, elements and facets within a given landsystem, together 

with communicating the lateral and vertical variability of engineering rocks and soils to be found within that 

system.   

In other words, it is important to understand the glacial processes that created the strata that you are investigating if 

you are to carry out a meaningful investigation.  As Glossop (one of the founders of Geotechnical Engineering in the 

UK) said in the eighth Rankine Lecture in 1968 ‘If you do not know what you should be looking for you are unlikely to 

find anything of value’ (Geotechnique 18).   

The ground investigations for this road have been carried out over a 30 year period.  We have not been able to 

follow the evolution of the understanding of the conceptual ground model during this period as the older reports 

have not been made available to date.  However, in its most recent iteration of the works, the Applicant and its 

consultants clearly did not understand the processes that had led to the deposition of the strata being investigated 

(i.e. did not have a robust CGM at the start of the process) and they therefore did not carry out an appropriate 

investigation.  Had they done so, they would have understood the complex nature of the strata being investigated 

and  

• carried out a meaningful GIS based interpretation of the topography to try and map the glacial features as 

part of the desk based assessment (NB LiDAR based topographical analysis has been carried out as part of 

the geomorphological assessment, but this was specifically focussed on understanding the geomorphology 

of the River Severn and did not consider the wider spatial context of the glacial geology of the area); 

• carried out a through walkover survey to try and identify these features in the field; (Chapter 17 17.5.5 – 

suggests that a walkover was completed but this seems to have been limited to an assessment of which 

monitoring boreholes were still functioning and no geological information has been presented in the 

reports). Previous iterations of investigations have included walkover surveys but again these are not written 

up or presented in a way that shows any understanding of the glacial features being observed. 

• considered commissioning surface geophysics and down hole techniques to investigate the presence of 

joints, folds and faults (note that surface geophysics was used as part of the archaeological assessment of 

parts of the route but the technique was not appropriate to geological interpretation. Some surface 

geophysics was commissioned in2007 to identify rock head but this does not seem to have provided useful 

information as it is not referred to in any later reports).   

Parkes et al 2013 present an example of how surface geophysics was used to determine the structure and origin of a 

glacial moraine in eastern Shropshire.  Figure 9.5 from Parkes et al 2013 below illustrates how an understanding of 

sediment–landform associations can help to understand the types of deposits and structures that may be present in 

a given setting – in this case the development of a moraine.  It also illustrates the highly complex internal structure 

of an apparently simple feature.  None of the detail interpreted by Parkes, would be visible in the ground 

investigation techniques used by WSP/Shropshire Council.   
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Figure 7.5 Illustration of evolution of the development of the Woore moraine in eastern Shropshire (from Parkes 

et al 2013) 

Similarly, Figure 9.6 below shows processes leading to the development of hummocky terrain such as that found 

across much of the northern part of the proposed route of the North West road.  Understanding these processes 

provides a robust basis for investigation of the resultant deposits and the starting point for safe engineering designs 

for structures to be built on/within them. 
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Figure 7.6 Illustration of evolution of hummocky terrain (from Ben & Evans, 2010) 

Figure 7.7 shows WSP/Shropshire Council’s interpretation of the geology through Shelton Rough19.  Whilst the 

section contains a lot of data and a complex geological sequence has been drawn, there is no underlying geological 

understanding to explain how these significant lateral and vertical variations have arisen and to support the 

interpolation that inevitably arises in such exercises.  There is no surface geophysics to support interpretation of the 

strata between boreholes. 

The presence of sandy silts immediately adjacent to the very steep bank is especially concerning as these may 

represent lacustrine deposits (laid down between moraine ridges) and these are known from other parts of 

Shropshire to be particularly prone to ground movement.  The wedge of glacial till under Shelton Rough could clearly 

represent a terminal moraine in profile with the gravel lens and sandy silt behind it representing inter moraine 

glacio-fluvial/lacustrine deposits but this is not considered. 

Note that Figure 3-2 from the Interim Piling Works Risk Assessment (essentially the same figure as 4b) includes a 

note to say ‘The geometry of this unit is controlled by our interpretations from borehole logs and topography.  The 

model has also been told to abut the geologies to the base of the River Severn based on the data available, therefore 

some geologies in the area of the ‘cliff section’ may not be representative due to the lack of ground investigation 

data and our interpretations in that area.’  4.4.10 in the interim Piling Works Risk assessment also describes this as 

 
19 this is an extract from the 3D Leapfrog geological model that has been used for geological and hydrogeological interpretation 
in the area – this model is not available for review. 
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an area ‘where geological interpolations are less predictable’.  Given the apparent instability of the area it is 

remarkable that more detailed investigations have not been commissioned at the earliest stages.   

Appendix 17.1 6.5.1 states This report highlights that Phase 4 of the GI has not yet commenced and some aspects of 

design have not been advanced beyond a preliminary stage.  This situation particularly arises in several key areas of 

the Proposed Scheme and none more so than in the area between A5 Holyhead Road Roundabout and the eastern 

abutment associated with the Shelton Rough River Severn Viaduct and is particularly relevant regarding the 

proposed foundation piling works for the viaduct. 

 

Figure 7.7 Geological Cross section through Shelton Rough (Figure 4b from WSP/Shropshire Council 2021) 

Confidence in the level of experience of the people reviewing the various geology reports is not encouraged by the 

simple errors made in places - for instance the confused use of terminology for geological periods in Table 4-1 in 

Appendix 10.1 (see discussion under that report below). 

Reason 2.3 The ground investigation is not complete 

The Applicant has made it clear that the (flawed) ground investigation that it planned is not complete and that more 

work will be required (see extensive notes on this in Section 3 below).  Appendix 17.1 states that ‘The proposed 

piling works are only at a preliminary stage of design.’  The risk of turbidity associated with piling is a key risk during 

the construction phase.   

The applicant proposes to update all of its reports after the planning application but has described this as ‘essential 

mitigation’ (10.1.2 WSP/Shropshire Council,2021). 
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We object to this approach – the implications of the ground conditions are so important for the stability of the 

structures to be built and for the associated drainage systems that it is not acceptable to leave these for finalisation 

post application.  The risks associated with the geology must be understood for a sound planning decision to be 

taken. 

Note that in various reports the applicant mentions that, due to the current inadequacies of the GI, ‘commitments’ 

have been made to engage further with stakeholders.  What are these commitments and why are they happening 

outside of the planning system? 

Reason 2.4 There is readily available information about the local geology that has been ignored 

As discussed above, there is extensive literature about the glacial history of the area that should have been identified 

during the desk studies.  In the sections above we discuss the detailed work of Thomas, 1989 and the more recent 

and comprehensive assessment by Chivverrell et al 2020.  Parkes et al 2013 present an example of how surface 

geophysics can be used to determine the structure and origin of a glacial moraine in eastern Shropshire.  Works such 

as these provide an essential context for understanding the local geological strata and yet have not been identified, 

read, understood and incorporated into the geological assessment. 

In addition to the literature, discussed above, there is no reference in the reports of a meaningful geological 

walkover survey (Chapter 17 17.5.5 suggests that a walkover was carried out July 2019 but this seems to have been 

limited to assessing which monitoring boreholes were still functional) and yet an afternoon in the woods around 

Shelton Rough and Shelton Lane was enough to locate several features of significance to the investigation and 

engineering design of the north west road.  Figure 9.8 shows a nearby quarry outcrop of glacial strata which have 

been extensively folded and jointed (a glaciotectonite/deformation till – consistent with a glacial moraine 

environment) whilst Figure 9.9 shows a recent landslide on the steep banks just north of where the road is proposed 

to cross illustrating the significant geological instability of this area.  These features are not described in any of the 

reports submitted with the planning application. 
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Figure 7.8 Quarry outcrop near Shelton Rough showing folded and faulted glacial strata consistent with a glacial 

moraine 
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Figure 7.9 Recent Landslide at Shelton Rough (within a few hundred metres of the proposed location of the North 

West Road) 

Reason 2.5 Positioning a SUDS basin at the top of a steep slope of unstable material is unwise 

10.10.14 WSP/Shropshire Council 2021 states: 

Attenuation Basin 4 within the SPZ, including its inflow and outflow drains, would be lined to prevent any leaching of 

contaminants to the shallow soils and migration to controlled water receptors. 

Discussing the area around Shelton Rough where the viaduct is proposed to be constructed, Para 3.5.5. in the 

Interim Piling Report (WSP, 2021) notes that: 

The topographic relief varies dramatically from the west to the east of the River Severn with a steeply rising 

topography away from the River Severn to the west 

These steep slopes are a major challenge for the project and designing and constructing safe and stable earthworks 

in this area requires a strong understanding of the strata and their depositional and subsequent history.  

WSP/Shropshire Council have singularly failed to achieve this.   

The design presented in the planning application envisages a SUDS settlement lagoon to be constructed at the top of 

the steep bank at Shelton Rough.  Whilst this is envisaged to be a lined lagoon, given the very steep topography and 

proven instability of the banks, it seems likely that some ground movement could be anticipated.  If this were to in 

any way disrupt the lining of the lagoon, then there would be enhanced recharge at the top of an unstable slope – a 

recipe for geotechnical instability and potentially sinkhole development.  The design includes an open discharge 

channel running down the very steep bank with no discussion of the feasibility of this or how this will be constructed 

or maintained. 
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Figure 7.10 Landscaping plan showing proposed SUDS lagoon immediately above steep bank down to the River 

Severn at Shelton Rough (WSP/Shropshire Council 2021) 

 

7.2.3 Objection 7.3 – Inadequate assessment of the potential impact on Hencott Pool 

 

Context 

Appendix 17.1 3.4.10 states ‘Hencott Pool SSSI is a component of the wider Midland Meres and Mosses Phase 2 

Ramsar designation and the hydrological functioning of this SSSI is serviced by both surface water and groundwater’.  

The road would be located approximately 200m south of the SSSI and would be located in a cutting for part of the 

section nearest the pool. 

Relevant Guidance and Legislation 

The EU Habitats Directive is enacted in UK legislation via Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017. 

The Habitats Directive applies the precautionary principle to the consideration of European sites in HRA.  Any 

uncertainty over the precise nature and/or magnitude of the adverse effects should be thoroughly tested.  Where 

appropriate, a precautionary approach should be adopted and the assessment of adverse effect based on a worse-

case scenario applied. 

Objection 7.3 – Inadequate assessment of the potential impact on Hencott Pool 

We object to the proposed development on the grounds that it has not been demonstrated to the level of 

certainty required that the development will not impact on Hencott Pool SSSI/RAMSAR site. 
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European Union Common guidelines 

The precautionary principle shall be informed by three specific principles: 

• the fullest possible scientific evaluation, the determination, as far as possible, of the degree of 
scientific uncertainty; 

• a risk evaluation and an evaluation of the potential consequences of inaction; 

• the participation of all interested parties in the study of precautionary measures, once the results of 
the scientific evaluation and/or the risk evaluation are available. 

The potential impacts on Hencott Pool SSSI/RAMSAR site should also be addressed under the WFD assessment. 

Reasons for objection 

The level of information provided in the reports submitted by the applicant regarding the potential for the project to 

affect Hencott Pool is extremely basic: there is no presentation of geological cross sections between the road route 

and the pool or analysis of groundwater levels in the area.  For instance, in proposing to scope out Hencott Pool from 

further assessment, Table 17-2 states: 

Amendments to the Proposed Scheme’s design since the EIA Scoping Stage have moved the route alignment 

further away from this designated site (south approximately 210m).  There is also no hydrological pathway 

and the site is up-gradient.  Therefore, the Proposed Scheme would have no direct or indirect impact on the 

hydrological or water quality characteristics of this water body 

Localised perched groundwater system helping to support the Ramsar site / SSSI will not be affected by the 

Proposed Scheme based on the aforementioned design amendments. 

There is no evidence provided as to the location and extent of the ‘localised perched groundwater system’ in the 

reports and so it is not possible to conclude whether the road will have an effect on the pool or not.  The reports 

contain reference to some information from Severn Trent Water regarding the Hencott Pool area, but this is in the 

confidential report and cannot be assessed.  However, there is no justification for claiming that the impacts assessed 

by Severn Trent Water are in any way equivalent to those presented by the proposed development.   

In summary, the applicant has not carried out the fullest possible scientific evaluation as required in order to meet 

the requirements of the Habitats Directive/precautionary principle. 

7.2.4 Objection 7.4 – Inadequate Treatment of shallow groundwater 

 

Context 

Table 17-3 (Elements scoped into the assessment) states ‘minor aquifers which are discontinuous from the 

underlying bedrock aquifer (Kinnerton Sandstone Formation) and considered low permeability strata, Superficial 

deposits are dominant across the Application Boundary.’  It also states ‘Proposed infrastructure may enhance this 

[groundwater flooding] risk from construction and operation of the Proposed Scheme by introducing groundwater 

flow barriers (i.e.  sheet pile/retaining walls that extend below groundwater table) at specific locations along the 

route alignment.’ and ‘Construction may impact on local groundwater level and flows for superficial and bedrock 

aquifers.’ 

Objection 7.4 – Inadequate Treatment of shallow groundwater 

We object to the application on the basis that it has systematically under stated the degree of interaction that 

there would be between the road and shallow groundwater systems.   

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/HTML/?uri=LEGISSUM:l32042&from=EN
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17.6.69 (Groundwater flooding) notes that most of the area affected by the road has high or medium susceptibility 

to groundwater flooding. 

Note that climate change is likely to exacerbate fluctuations in groundwater levels (Environment Agency, 2018) and 

the maximum groundwater levels are therefore likely to increase, thus increasing the risk of groundwater flooding. 

Relevant Guidance and Legislation 

Superficial deposits are present throughout the study area.  The Environment Agency classifies these units as 

Secondary A Aquifers (Alluvium, RTD and Glacio-fluvial Deposits), Secondary (Undifferentiated) Aquifers (Glacial Till) 

and Unproductive Strata (Peat).  Secondary A Aquifers are described as permeable layers capable of supporting 

water supplies at a local rather than strategic scale, and in some cases forming an important source of base flow to 

rivers.  Secondary (Undifferentiated) Aquifers are assigned in cases where it is not possible to attribute either a 

category A or category B aquifer designation.  The GI (2007-2008, 2017, 2019-2020) has confirmed that these 

deposits directly underlie, or are present at shallow depths, within the Study Area. 

The Environment Agency, 2017 Guidance ‘Protect groundwater and prevent groundwater pollution’ describes how 

the Agency will carry out its duties to protect groundwater in such strata under the Water Framework Directive 

(among other responsibilities). 

Reasons for objection 

A clear understanding of the presence and extent in 3D of these shallow groundwater systems is essential in order to 

address the issues identified in the scoping exercise.  If the risk of groundwater flooding has been underestimated 

there is a significant risk that: 

a) The calculations used in sizing the various flood risk mitigation measures (e.g. road drainage etc) will be 

underspecified;  

b) There could be impacts on the local environment (either from permanently raised shallow groundwater 

levels causing flooding or from lowered groundwater levels causing local ponds and water features to dry 

out); and 

c) This will also affect any assumptions of rates of leakage into the ground from the unlined SUDS drainage 

basins 

The partial GI presented in the various reports submitted does include monitoring of groundwater levels in shallow 

boreholes.  However, there is no systematic consolidation of the information provided anywhere in the reports.  The 

geological cross sections do show ‘superficial deposits groundwater levels’ but there is no clear explanation of how 

these values have been derived from the information presented (i.e. which boreholes have been used and what 

period have the data been averaged over?).  This is important as there are clearly some steep vertical hydraulic 

gradients in places and so boreholes at different depths may represent different systems and their data should not 

be averaged together. 

There are lines showing the elevation of groundwater levels in the superficial deposits on the cross sections for each 

drainage basin in Appendix 17.1 Annex B but these are highly misleading with respect to shallow groundwater.  For 

instance, in the figure labelled Drainage 500 m the groundwater level in the superficial boreholes is shown as being 

nearly 20 mbgl, whereas the measured groundwater level in the nearby monitoring borehole BH102/7 is as close as 

1.7 mbgl (Table 17-7). 

Attenuation Basin 8 is designed primarily as an infiltration basin and yet the inadequate assessment of the shallow 

groundwater systems means that the feasibility of this as an approach cannot be demonstrated.  17.10.131 states 

that this is ‘subject to further feasibility evaluation’ in other words the feasibility of this being an infiltration basin is 

https://www.gov.uk/government/news/climate-change-means-more-frequent-flooding-warns-environment-agency
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not demonstrated and the design is likely to need to be completely re evaluated.  It is not appropriate to promote a 

scheme when key details such as this are not finalised. 

Table 17-18 is the main assessment of the potential interaction of the road with shallow groundwater.  The 

assessment is carried out by comparing ‘average base level of cut’ with ‘average groundwater level’ and only 

identifies one area of concern (near the proposed Berwick Road roundabout).  It is inadequate for this purpose for a 

number of reasons: 

1) Using the average base level of cut is potentially misleading – this is because there is a large variation in 

elevations within each cutting.  The lowest cut elevation should be used instead. 

2) Using average groundwater levels is also misleading – as discussed above, groundwater levels in most of the 

area are likely to be higher in the shallow boreholes than in the deeper boreholes – averaging these values 

makes no sense.  Likewise, groundwater levels will vary throughout the year and so averaging may not show 

that winter elevations are above road level.  The important value that should be used in the assessment is 

the maximum elevation of groundwater in the shallowest monitoring boreholes near the road (i.e.  

boreholes less than 5 m deep).  If there are no such boreholes nearby then it should be assumed that there 

is a risk of groundwater interaction and further assessment is required. 

In addition, no account is taken of the potential impact of climate change on the risk of groundwater flooding. 

Taken together this means that Table 17-18 (and all subsequent conclusions in the report regarding the risk of 

interaction of the road scheme with shallow groundwater) understate the risks involved.  This assessment needs to 

be repeated using the correct approach outlined above. 

Chapter 17 17.10.134 states that the aforementioned risks relating to groundwater flooding will assessed at 

subsequent stages acknowledges that the assessment is incomplete but we do not agree that it is acceptable to 

postpone assessing these issues in detail until after the planning permission is granted.   
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Chiverrell, R.C., Thomas, G.P.S, Burke, M., Medialdea, A., Smedley, R., Bateman, M., Clark, C., Duller, G.A.T., Fabel, D., 

Jenkins, G., Ou, X., Roberts, H.M.  and Scourse, J.  2020 The evolution of the terrestrial‐terminating Irish Sea glacier 

during the last glaciation.  Journal Of Quaternary Science 1–28 

Griffiths, J.S.  & Martin, C.J.  2017 Engineering Geology and Geomorphology of Glaciated and Periglaciated Terrains – 

Engineering Group Working Party Report Geological Society of London Engineering Geology Special Publication No 

28 
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Mouchel, February 2007, Preliminary Sources Study Report, Report Ref: 755633/R.006  



Page 88 FINAL 27 April 2021 

Structural Soils Limited, January 2008, Factual Ground Investigation Report for Shrewsbury NWRR, Report Ref: 

720318  

Mouchel, March 2008, Geotechnical Report for NRWW Shrewsbury Shropshire, Report Ref: 755633/R/017  

WSP, August 2017, Preliminary Sources Study Report, Oxon Link Road, Report Ref: 1037089/GEO/PSSR/R02  

WSP, November 2017 Geotechnical Summary Status Report Ref: 622405090-DOC-GEO-601 (not provided to date) 

Ground Investigation and Piling Ltd, February 2018, Factual Ground Investigation Report for Oxon Link Road, 

Shrewsbury, Report Ref: AJM/25833  

WSP, July 2018, Environmental Statement Volume 1, Oxon Link Road Reference: 62240562-Environmental 

Statement, Volume 1, Chapter 9  

WSP, September 2018, Ground investigation and GDR, Oxon Link Road Report Ref: 62240562-WSP-GE-GIR & GDR  

WSP, January 2019, Ground Investigation Report, Oxon Link Road Report Ref: 62240562-GIR-001  (not provided to 

date) 

WSP, January 2019, Geotechnical Design Report, Oxon Link Road.  Report Ref: 62240652-GDR-001  (not provided to 

date) 

GIP, February 2020, Draft Factual GIR for SNWRR.  Draft Rev 1 AJM/28639 has been provided but subject to change.  

(Extract of GI logs provided in Annex C.2) (not provided to date) 

RPS, December 2020, Interim Factual Report for SNWRR – Phase 2 and Phase 3 Ground Investigation V4 (Note this 

report is interim and subject to change) (Extract of GI logs provided in Annex C.3) (not provided to date) 

8 Noise and Vibration 

8.1 Introduction 
This section of our comments considers the impact of noise and vibration on the people who would be affected.  

This includes reviews of: 

• Chapter 15 – Noise & Vibration 

We have examined the implications of the construction and operational phases.  The implementation of a 

management plan (CEMP) for the construction is noted and, if fully implemented, would control nuisance to a 

reasonable extent.  However, if strict adherence to the plan did not happen the impact on residents could be severe.  

It is therefore important to ensure that a tight degree of control is maintained during construction were this to 

happen. 

In our comments below only the operational situation is considered. 

The following documents have been reviewed. 

• Acoustic Terminology 4172143 

• Construction Noise Receptor Locations  4172139 

• Construction Plant Machinery 4172141 

• Further Baseline Information on PandH Health 4172163 

• Future Year Scheme Noise Levels 4172167 

• Long Term Noise Level Changes 4172165 

• Noise and Vibration 4172162 
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• Noise Monitoring Data 4172142  

• Noise Survey Monitoring Locations 4172150 

• Non Dwelling Noise Sensitive Receptors 4172173 

• Non Dwelling Receptors 1  4172140 

• Opening Year Baseline Noise Levels 4172159 

• Opening Year Scheme Noise Levels 4172172 

• Operational Noise Study Area 4172138 

• Population and Health 4172201 

• Population and Human Health Receptors 4172204 

• Screening for Effect Interactions 4172310 

• Sensitive Receptors 4178384 

• Short Term Noise Level Changes Secondary Mitigation 4172164 

• Short Term Noise Level Changes 4172166 

The comments in this section were prepared by Frank Oldacre. 

8.2 Objections 

8.2.1 Objection 8.1 Unreliable noise modelling 

 

Objection 8.1 Unreliable noise modelling 

Results from the traffic modelling are unreliable for the reasons listed below so it follows that outputs from the 

noise modelling, based on traffic predictions, are also unreliable.   

• Special conditions would exist between the west end of the viaduct and Holyhead Road Roundabout.  

HGV’s in the crawler lane would create excessive noise and vehicles accelerating from the roundabout in 

the opposite direction would lead to a further increase in noise levels.  It is unclear from the report how 

this has been taken into account in the modelling. 

• The combination of the elevation of the viaduct and the stratification of the air that occurs at times 

within the enclosed river valley will result in noise affecting a wider area than from a road at ground 

level.  No account has been taken of this.   

• Wind strength and direction has a significant effect on noise levels at a particular position.  It is unclear 

from the report how this has been taken into account in the modelling. 
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8.2.2 Objection 8.2 The proposal conflicts with Shropshire Council’s adopted Masterplan for the 

Western Urban Extension 

 

Context   

Western Urban Extension Masterplan (Ref 1) 

The Bicton Heath/ Shelton areas contain most of the existing houses and other establishments that would be most 

affected by the road.  The Western Urban Extension (WUE) allows for 750 more dwellings and development of land 

for other uses and is described in the Masterplan. 

The Masterplan was adopted as the “guiding vision” for the WUE in December 2013.  It includes the interaction 

between the developments and the Oxon Link Road, which is identified as a section of the North West Relief Road. 

Several sections are relevant when considering the planning application.  The pertinent parts are in ‘bold’ 

Section 4.2 Development Objectives 

The paragraphs on transport state that: 

Transport 

To provide the OLR between the A5 Churncote Island junction and the Holyhead Road, designed to a standard 

to function as a component of the Shrewsbury North West Relief Road (NWRR) and to provide access to the 

Park and Ride facility, local centre, and to the health/care business campus off Clayton Way. 

Also included is the statement: 

Provide a series of crossing points along the proposed Oxon Link Road with key junctions at either Calcott 

Lane or Shepherd’s Lane and Little Oxon Lane to serve the land to the north and the Park and Ride and 

Local Centre 

6.2 Streets - reveals an approach to design for the OLR: 

Objection 8.2 The proposal conflicts with the Council’s adopted Masterplan for the Western Urban Extension 

The decision to combine the NWRR with the Western Urban Extension has resulted in a very undesirable 

situation whereby the aspirations to provide high quality environments for the existing residents, and those that 

will come as the Western Urban Extension is developed, will be impossible if the road is built.  Instead, the whole 

area would suffer from noise to a greater or lesser extent.   

Apart from the effect on people living there it is proposed that the area closest to Holyhead Road be further 

developed to accommodate Healthcare Businesses.  These would join the existing Uplands Care Home and The 

Severn Hospice.  The former is adjacent to the proposed road and the Hospice is just a little further away.  The 

Hospice garden is at present a quiet place for people to spend some time when they need peace and quiet and 

The Uplands advertises that it has “gardens for residents”. 

Due to the unreliability of the noise modelling combined with the sensitive nature  of an area of health care 

facilities where outside spaces are important to the residents, the significance of the noise impacts of the road 

have been understated in this area.   

The conclusion is that the effects on the Bicton area and the Western Urban Extension of building the NWRR are 

so detrimental that building the road is unacceptable. 
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The OLR would be the primary route for vehicles across the site.  Together with the cycleway along the south, 

it will be a relatively wide road corridor lined and enclosed by new landscaping.  Buildings would only front it 

across a wide landscape buffer which would also contain the SUDs. 

Then there is a clear statement about design of the OLR  

Oxon Link Road Design 

As part of the NWRR, the OLR will enable a new road hierarchy which will relieve Welshpool Road from 

unnecessary traffic and provide access to an integrated mixed use development.  It is proposed that the 

Oxon Link road will be limited to 50mph to reduce noise impact on the proposed and existing homes.   

A relevant paragraph comes under the section on footpaths and PROW’s:  

There are two existing footpaths/PROW across the proposed OLR - one in the east and one in the west.  It is 

likely that the one in the west would be diverted to Calcott Lane.  There will be at least two crossing points 

via footbridges across the OLR.  A crossing point will be provided with refuge pre NWRR with upgrade to 

signalised crossing on completion of full NWRR for the eastern PROW.  A third footpath links Welshpool 

Road to Shepherd’s Lane and would most likely now be provided through the new internal streets. 

Reasons for objection 

So it is quite clear that the potential detrimental effects were well understood at the time and the plan was for a 

range of mitigation measures including signalised crossings for footpaths and reducing the speed limit to be 50 mph 

to reduce the noise impact.   

The raising of the speed limit to 60mph has a significant effect on noise levels and the results of a study into the 

reductions that could be achieved by lowering speeds was published by The Noise Association – Speed and Road 

Traffic (Ref 2).  The conclusion from the study, relevant to the NWRR, is that reducing 70 and 60 mph speeds could 

cut noise by up to 50%. 

The planning application shows this “considerate” approach, which includes the measures above (in bold), has now 

been abandoned.  The result will be a significantly worse noise environment for people and is a serious degradation 

for the WUE. 

Whilst accepting a masterplan is open to amendment, it is clear the proposal now conflicts with the WUE Masterplan 

as written.  The noise assessment for the NWR has not included an assessment of the noise impact on the future 

WUE and no sensitivity analysis is presented on the effect of the change of speed limit from 50 to 60 mph. 
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8.2.3 Objection 8.3 The proposal conflicts with the Adopted Core Strategy 

 

 

8.2.4 Objection 8.4 The proposal conflicts with National Guidance on noise 

Government Guidance on Noise  

A hierarchy of noise levels, effects and actions is given in the table below: 

  

Objection 8.3 The proposal conflicts with the Adopted Core Strategy 

Shropshire Local Development Framework – Adopted Core Strategy (Ref 3) 

This was adopted in 2011 and covers the period from then until 2026.  It provides all the “high level” objectives 

for how development and change should take place. 

Note the following extract: 

Section CS6 – Sustainable Design and Development Principles  

Contributes to the health and wellbeing of communities, including safeguarding residential and local 

amenity and the achievement of local standards for the provision and quality of open space, sport and 

recreational facilities.• is designed to a high quality, consistent with national good practice standards, 

The noise implications of the proposal are detrimental to health and wellbeing, and so are in conflict with 

Shropshire Council’s Core Strategy.  

Objection 8.4 The proposal conflicts with National Guidance on noise 

Our grounds for this objection are set out in the following text 
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Table 8.1 Hierarchy of noise levels, effects and actions 

 

For a “present and intrusive“ response, the action is to “mitigate and reduce to a minimum”.  The mitigation 

proposed for the NWR is low noise surfacing and 2 m high timber acoustic fencing.  Timber acoustics fencing can be 

an effective noise barrier if designed, constructed and maintained adequately.  However, historically, many are not 

and gaps in the woodwork negate their benefits.  Given the financial pressures on the council’s budgets, the 

temptation to cut corners in this area and thereby reduce the effectiveness of the mitigation will be strong.  Once a 

barrier successfully stops noise passing through the barrier (i.e. minimum surface density of 10 kg/m2 – which can be 

achieved with engineered timber), performance improvements can be made by increasing height or the addition of 

an absorbent material on the road side.  However, high noise barrier are visually intrusive.  

The following paragraph is also relevant; 

When is noise relevant to planning? 

Noise needs to be considered when development may create additional noise, or would be sensitive to the 

prevailing acoustic environment (including any anticipated changes to that environment from activities that 

are permitted but not yet commenced).  When preparing plans, or taking decisions about new development, 

there may also be opportunities to make improvements to the acoustic environment. 
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Far from looking for opportunities to improve the acoustic environment the increase in speed limit to 60 mph makes 

the situation much worse. 

Our further comments on lack of mitigation are as follows:- 

The proposed mitigation measures apply almost exclusively to the OLR section between Churncote and Holyhead 

Road.  The following additional measures could have been proposed: 

Low noise surfacing to the whole length of the road:-  

It is not clear from the wording of the assessment whether this includes the section between Holyhead Road and the 

viaduct itself.  It is essential that these sections should have this surfacing to help alleviate the significant impact on 

Dalton Drive area residents and impacts on the tranquillity of the ‘Green Wedge’ (see below). 

It is not included on the viaduct which would be a source of noise that will carry long distances. 

From Berwick Road to Battlefield it would reduce the impact on residents of Berwick Road and Coton Hill.  Also 

nearer to Battlefield it would help residents on Ellesmere Road and as significant future development is planned 

here it would benefit those areas. 

In summary, there are opportunities to reduce noise “to a minimum” that have not been considered or 

implemented.  The proposals therefore do not follow national guidance.   
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8.2.5 Objection 8.5 The noise assessment has not considered the significant impact of the road on 

Tranquillity and in particular “The Green Wedge” 

 

Objection 8.5 The noise assessment has not considered the significant impact of the road on Tranquillity and in 

particular “The Green Wedge” 

At present there are several sections of the route that enjoy an environment largely free of noise nuisance.  

These are places where distant bird song can be heard above other environmental noise.   

Even in Bicton Heath, off Shepherds Lane, in places this is the case.  However, it is when one considers the 

crossing of the Severn Valley, from Shelton Rough to Berwick Road, that the loss of a valuable noise free 

environment is most stark.  For most of this length the road would be on the viaduct and noise would carry a 

considerable distance.   

This is the crossing of the Green Wedge, which is a “wedge” of countryside connecting the wider rural area to the 

town centre.  The consultants who drew up the Big Town Plan enthused about this as a significant and important 

feature that contributed to Shrewsbury’s uniqueness –  something to be protected.  In 1997 Shropshire Council 

made the following statement about the likely impact of a new NWR on the Green Wedge 

"‘the most significant quality that this area presents, so close to the heart of Shrewsbury, is its tranquillity.  

It is this aspect that will be permanently altered, and although noise can be significantly reduced by 

landscape earthworks, the fact remains that noise will be the major long term intrusion which will change 

the character of this part of the Green Wedge in perpetuity" 

People use the river and banks for recreation and very much appreciate this area which would be destroyed as a 

tranquil place (and also visually.)  It also includes the Severn Way long distance footpath. 

There is a good analogy for how a road viaduct would impact such areas of tranquillity by walking along the River 

Severn downstream of Monkmoor where the A49 bypass crosses the river twice.  The noise of the traffic has a 

significant impact on the recreational value throughout this area. 

The noise assessment correctly identifies the relevant national policy guidance for such schemes and this 

includes the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).  The NPPF states that planning polices and decisions 

should “identify and protect areas of tranquillity which have remained relatively undisturbed by noise and are 

prized for their recreational and amenity value for this reason.”  The noise assessment for the NWRR fails to 

protect the areas of tranquillity described above and therefore the noise assessment is failing to address the 

NPPF guidance in this regard.    

From Berwick Road to Battlefield the route is through a rural landscape.  Many people, especially residents of 

Coton Hill, access the area to enjoy the peace and quiet.   

Whilst the noise assessment has not presented any results about the impact on this area, the location of the 

properties that will be significantly impacted leads inevitably to the conclusion is that the building of the road is 

extremely detrimental because of the noise nuisance that will be so widespread.  In effect a whole swathe of the 

North West side of Shrewsbury would be severely degraded.  These are serious implications that have not been 

properly assessed. 
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8.3 Observations, errors and omissions 

8.3.1 Noise Effects on Health 

The existing approach to assessing and dealing with noise may not be adequate.  It has been known for many years 

that cardiovascular problems are caused by exposure to noise.  It has been accepted that this is caused by stress but 

the detailed processes are still being researched.   

An article by Cypress Hansen in Knowable Magazine ( Ref 4) in February 2021 gave an account of the current level of 

knowledge.   

To summarise - being annoyed or stressed by noise results in the release of stress hormones which leads to 

inflammation of the interior lining – the endothelium- of blood vessels.  This can lead to or exacerbate a number of 

cardiovascular problems.  Even if a person is asleep an increase in noise can trigger a response. 

Studies also found that people could develop endothelial dysfunction after only one night so healthy people can be 

adversely affected very quickly.  It is not only those with existing conditions. 

The findings throw up challenges – not least trying to take into account the fact that noise is a subjective issue.  A 

situation will be annoying to one person but not to another so fixed decibel level limits may not be the way to avoid 

harm. 

The fact that noise has been causing cardiovascular problems has been known for years and there are numerous 

papers and articles proving this to be the case. 

In 2018 the WHO issued a report that stated that western Europeans are collectively losing more than 1.6 million 

years of healthy life because of traffic noise (see latest summary in European Environment Agency briefing and also 

WHO 2009 night time noise guidelines).  These WHO standards are not referenced in the noise assessment. 

Shropshire Council has a responsibility for public health (Core Strategy 6) and yet this significant issue is not 

adequately addressed in either the Noise (Chapter 15) or Population and Health (Chapter 16) sections of the ES – the 

latter says that as there will be a mix of positive and negative impacts on noise the overall effect is neutral.  Yet no 

clear justification for this is presented.  We would contend that the balance will be strongly weighted towards the 

negative impacts as: 1) people will experience a negative impact strongly than a positive one and 2) as discussed in 

Section 3 above, there are no measures presented by the council to prevent traffic from filling up the gaps that 

might be created by the road and thus the claimed noise benefits will not in reality materialise. 

8.4 References 
(Ref1) Shrewsbury West SUE Masterplan – February 2014 

(Ref2) Speed and Road Traffic Noise - Noise Association – Dec 2009 

(Ref3) Core Strategy 2006-2026 

(Ref4) Sounding the Alarm: How Noise hurts the Heart - Cypress Hansen – Knowable Magazine  

Traffic modelling unreliable so noise unreliable 

  

https://knowablemagazine.org/article/health-disease/2021/how-noise-pollution-affects-heart-health
https://www.eea.europa.eu/publications/health-risks-caused-by-environmental
https://www.euro.who.int/en/publications/abstracts/night-noise-guidelines-for-europe
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9 Air Quality 

9.1 Introduction 
This section of our comments focuses on the impact of the proposed road scheme on air quality.  This includes 

reviews of: 

• Chapter 6 – Air Quality 

The comments in this section were prepared by Mike Richardson and also took account of the public comments 

made by Dr Mark Broomfield, a noted expert and author on air quality. 

9.2 Objections 

9.2.1 Objection 9.1 - Air quality impacts on the Midland Meres and Mosses (Phase 1 and 2) Ramsar 

site at Hencott Pool Site of Specific Scientific Interest (SSSI) 

 

9.2.2 Objection 9.2 - The air quality modelling demonstrates that the NWR will not bring air quality 

in the Air Quality Management Area (AQMA No.  3) below legal limits 

 

Objection 9.1 - Air quality impacts on the Midland Meres and Mosses (Phase 1 and 2) Ramsar site at Hencott 

Pool Site of Specific Scientific Interest (SSSI) 

We note and support the comments by Dr Mark Broomfield as to why the air quality assessment has 

underestimated the air quality impacts of the road on this site.  Due to the international status of this site the 

applicant is required to apply the precautionary principle and demonstrate an absence of impact using the fullest 

possible scientific evaluation, the determination, as far as possible, of the degree of scientific uncertainty.  The 

applicant has failed to do this.  As regards the Council’s obligations under the Conservation of Habitats and 

Species Regulations 2017 No.1012,  Clause 24 states that a decision-making authority “may give consent for the 

operation only after having ascertained that the plan or project will not adversely affect the integrity of the site.”  

As the information provided by the applicant has not demonstrated an absence of impact, the Council may not 

give consent for the proposed road scheme.  

Objection 9.2 - The air quality modelling demonstrates that the NWR will not bring air quality in the Air Quality 

Management Area (AQMA No.  3) below legal limits 

One of the objectives of the proposed scheme is to reduce congestion in the town centre and presumably part of 

this objective is to improve air quality around the town station so that it complies with legally binding levels.  The 

air quality modelling presented with the application (Table 6-13) shows that although there would be a reduction 

in the modelled annual mean NO2 concentrations, these would remain above the limit at which action is needed.  

This confirms that the very expensive and damaging scheme that is being proposed will fail to have a sufficient 

impact on one of the key environmental and health metrics which it is claimed to be designed to improve.  
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9.2.3 Objection 9.3 - The Applicant has not fully considered the effect of the scheme on particulate 

matter concentrations 

 

9.3 Observations, errors and omissions 
Friends of the Earth has repeatedly tried to draw Shropshire Council’s attention to the inadequacies of the current 

air quality monitoring around the town.  In summary, the Applicant relies on inadequate and inconsistent 

measurements of nitrogen dioxide using diffusion tubes, using data which are of questionable quality without cross-

checking robustness.  Furthermore, Shropshire Council has discontinued monitoring of PM10 and PM2.5, and as a 

result there is no reliable local data on levels of these substances. 

The net result of these inadequacies is that the monitoring data do not present a true picture of the risks that air 

quality presents to the public. 

In addition, the Applicant has not presented a sensitivity analysis to show the potential effect of recent design 

changes such as the increase of the speed limit on the road from 50 to 60 mph, something which recent research has 

shown has a significant impact on the level of PMs.  For instance the Welsh Government has recently introduced 

measures to reduce speed limits from 70 mph to 50 mph on the A483 outside Wrexham to improve air quality.  This 

would imply that increasing speed limits would be expected to have a detrimental effect.  (Based on WSP, 2018 A483 

WREXHAM - WELTAG STAGE 1 REPORT Consideration of interventions on the Welsh Government Trunk Road and 

Motorway Network for Nitrogen Dioxide reduction). 

  

Objection 9.3 - The Applicant has not fully considered the effect of the scheme on particulate matter 

concentrations 

The Applicant has not fully considered the effect of the scheme on particulate matter concentrations (PMs) 

under the WHO guidelines of 10 ug/m3 for PM2.5 and 20 ug/m3 for PM10.  The Government has clearly 

highlighted the importance of these reference points for managing air quality in its Clean Air Strategy 2019.  The 

Secretary of State’s foreword states: “Armed with increased awareness and improved scientific measurements, 

we must tackle these problems with a new goal that takes into account the World Health Organization's 

guidelines” and the Strategy goes on to state: “We will progressively cut public exposure to particulate matter 

pollution as suggested by the World Health Organization.  We will set a new, ambitious, long-term target to 

reduce people’s exposure to PM2.5 and will publish evidence early in 2019 to examine what action would be 

needed to meet the WHO annual mean guideline limit of 10 µg/m3.”  Yet there is no reference to these guidelines 

in the application for a scheme which will continue to affect PM2.5 and PM10 levels in the long term. 
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10 Statement of community involvement (SCI) 

10.1 Introduction 
The Statement of Community Involvement submitted by the Applicant mentions the history of consultations since 

2003 but almost all the content of the document relates to the most recent event in February and March 2020.  

After that ‘consultation’ had concluded Better Shrewsbury Transport submitted a formal “Corporate Complaint” on 

the basis that it had been formulated and presented in a way that was designed to obtain answers to support the 

scheme and not find out peoples’ actual opinions (Appendix 3).  As already outlined in Section 3.4.3, the Applicant 

has consistently downplayed the public’s strongly expressed preference for investments in sustainable and active 

travel over road building and this supports the prioritisation of these measures over road building in LTP3. 

We received responses to our corporate complaint that did not address our concerns (see Appendix 3) and finally we 

were told that we would have to wait for the report on the 2020 consultation which would be included in the 

planning application.  At that time, we expected this to be submitted in mid 2020 at the latest, but because of delays 

the Applicant has only now (March 2021) made it available. 

As the planning application had been delayed we have assumed that the SCI had not been completed so have been 

willing to wait.  Now we find that it was in fact completed in June 2020 and that this document, without 

amendments except for a few notes and a short addendum, is what has been submitted with the planning 

application.  So there is no reason why it could not have been in the public domain nine months ago. 

The addendum reveals a new reason why the consultation exercise must be considered inadequate.  The viaduct 

design is now completely different and much more intrusive, but this is brushed off as though it is a minor issue:- 

ADDENDUM Please note that this statement was drafted in June 2020 prior to an expected planning 

application in July 2020 and remains unchanged except for this addendum note and a few specific additional 

notes (referenced February 2021) in chapters 10 and 12. During the 2020 consultation the Proposed Scheme 

included changes to the River Severn viaduct (compared to the 2017 Consultation) but this change is no 

longer proposed in the planning application due to be submitted in February 2021. The design has reverted to 

a long viaduct (approximately 680m in length). Details of other minor changes to the Proposed Scheme 

design are set out in Section 2 of the Planning Statement. 

It is ironic and significant that the consultation was supposedly held to get opinions about design changes but, now 

that the Applicant has made a very significant change, they do not suggest that further consultation is required.  By 

saying the design has “reverted” to a long viaduct, the impression is given that it is the same as was shown in the 

2017 consultation but this is not true.  The current proposal is for a longer far more intrusive structure than 

envisaged in 2017.  Disregard for public opinion is further shown by the fact that there has been no attempt to show 

what the change will mean by including informative illustrative drawings or photomontages with the planning 

application.  

From this we conclude that the community ‘engagement’ by the Applicant has been carried out and presented in a 

way that is not only been inadequate but also misleading. 

In the text below we have organised our comments under two headings   

1. Objections 

2. Observations, errors and omissions. 

Comments on this section were prepared by Frank Oldaker on behalf of Better Shrewsbury Transport.  Frank has 

previously taken part in most of the ‘consultation’ events organised by the Applicant and prepared the Corporate 

Complain on behalf of BeST. 



Page 100 FINAL 27 April 2021 

10.2 Objections 

10.2.1 Objection 10.1  No consultation on the Viaduct Design 

 

Coincidentally construction of a very similar project has just begun in Wales near Machynlleth.  The Dyfi crossing is to 

be a 725m long viaduct across a flood plain in a landscape of considerable visual importance.  In most respects this 

£46M project is very similar to the NWRR viaduct except it is nothing like the height that would be reached at the 

Shelton end of the NWRR structure. 

For the Dyfi project the Welsh Government commissioned Arup to carry out the public consultation.  Arup in 

describing their work said: 

“In order to fully convey the proposed Scheme, we developed a comprehensive 3D visualization model. Fly-

through videos and 360° viewpoints allowed local residents and groups to interact with the scheme and 

understand the proposals in a sensitive setting on the southern edge of Snowdonia National Park”. 

In contrast, the Applicant has only submitted three engineering drawings of the proposed NWRR viaduct and these 

are clearly just an outline design.  Aspects of this proposal are such that detail design will inevitably result in changes 

to the appearance.  Given that the viaduct is the dominant visual impact of the whole scheme, a similar approach to 

that undertaken by Arup is required.  Meanwhile, the absence of adequate public consultation about the viaduct is 

unacceptable. 

10.2.2 Objection 10.2 ‘Consultation questions’ designed to elicit the Applicant’s preferred answer 

 

In Question 5 (Appendix 3) respondents were asked to say whether they thought each of the following seven points, 

which are said to be “Expected Benefits of the NWRR”, were very important, fairly important, neither important nor 

unimportant, fairly unimportant, not important at all and don’t know.  

1. A direct route reducing journey times between north and west Shrewsbury  

2. Supporting economic growth and development, with potential for new housing  

3. Improve road safety / fewer accidents  

4. Better air quality in areas where people work, shop and live  

5. Network resilience, meaning the road network works better for longer  

6. Supporting Shrewsbury’s Big Town Plan  

7. Congestion reduction through the town centre and on the A5/ A49 

Objection 10.1 No consultation on viaduct design 

The design of the viaduct has been changed since the 2020 consultation: the proposal now is for a 680m long 

continuous viaduct instead of most of the road being carried on an embankment with a bridge over the river.  

The previous embankment design which was part of the 2020 consultation included extensive tree planting 

which much reduced the visual impact of the river valley crossing. This is no longer included and the appearance 

will now be much more visually intrusive with greater noise impacts. 

Objection 10.2  ‘Consultation questions’ designed to elicit the Applicant’s preferred answer 

In our corporate complaint about the 2020 consultation we made the point that questions (See Appendix 3) were 

designed to get answers that supported the scheme as the applicant saw it.  Also, although the consultation was 

said to have been about the changes made to the scheme, in Question 5 opinions were requested about 

suggested general benefits from the scheme. 
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i.e. there is an inbuilt assumption that these are valid outcomes if the road is built.  No opportunity was given to 

dispute them and they all look “good”, inevitably leading respondents to be positive.  In fact, as we have shown 

elsewhere in this document, apart from the first benefit, there are real doubts about whether any of the other 

benefits would be achieved by the scheme.  These doubts arise from evidence gained from other schemes and the 

absence of supporting information from the Council.  

This approach is repeated for other questions:- 

Question 6  Community Benefits 

Question 7  Environmental considerations 

Question 8  Traffic Impact 

Question 9  Environmental Mitigation 

And the same criticism applies to the formulation of these sections as well. 

As one would expect, the majority of respondents answered “important” or “fairly important” in each case but, 

without the opportunity to assess the veracity of the statements making up the questions, the results cannot be 

accepted as a true record of peoples’ opinions.  If full information had been made available, the result would no 

doubt have been different. 

Because of lack of supporting information for the statements made in the questions, and the absence of an 

opportunity to question their accuracy, any conclusions arrived at from the answers given are invalid.  

10.2.3 Objection 10.3  Question 12 from 2020 ‘consultation’ and lack of opportunity to express 

opposition or support 

 

We have already pointed out that Question 5 proves this is incorrect and this was clearly included to be able to 

report support in general.  In any case, the shift in the public’s attitude between 2017 and 2020 is surely a matter 

that the Applicant should have been concerned about given that they had themselves declared a Climate Emergency 

in this period. 

A relevant and important fact concerns the planning application for the Oxon Link.  This attracted 474 objections and 

only 1 supporting comment.  This response was the most recent indication of the balance of opposition and support 

prior to the 2020 consultation.  However, no reference is made to this very significant outcome in the SCI.  To avoid 

revealing this inconvenient response the Applicant claims that changes to design on the Oxon Link section followed 

input from the 2017 consultation.  This is incorrect because several of the changes made in the design were because 

of objections to the Oxon Link Road planning application.  These objections were not only from individuals but 

included very adverse comments from Highways England and the Environment Agency as well as Morris Leisure. 

Objection 10.3  Question 12 from 2020 ‘consultation’ and lack of opportunity to express opposition or 

support 

This question gave respondents the opportunity to make further comments.  The responses covered many 

subjects and issues.  A particularly important matter that was raised in our corporate complaint concerned 

the lack of a question to assess how many people supported the road and how many opposed.  The 

answer given to our complaint about this approach was that the consultation was only about changes to 

the design.  The significant opposition to the road recorded in the answers to Question 12 have not been 

adequately revealed by the Applicant in its SCI. 
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Obviously if people consulted in 2020 had known of the serious and valid opposition to the Oxon Link, they would 

have sought more information and it is likely more would have decided to oppose the project.  

To hide the outcome of the Oxon Link Planning application and the implications is dishonest and breaches the 

Gunning rule to provide information to allow informed decisions. 

We object to the lack of opportunity to record opposition to the road at the 2020 consultation and to the omission 

and misrepresentation of information about the Oxon Link planning application.  

10.2.4 Objection 10. 4 Misleading conclusions to the SCI 

 

These are given in Section 12 of the SCI under two headings –  

12.1  Effectiveness of Consultation 

12.2  Summary of Results 

12.1 Effectiveness of Consultation 

In this first section conclusion 12.1.1 states: 

“The consultation will assist the Council to understand the public’s view on the proposed NWRR” 

We do not agree that this is valid.  As covered above the whole exercise was clearly designed to ensure that a 

positive response to the road could be reported.  The absence of the opportunity to express an opinion in favour or 

against the project proves this.  Surely if it was intended to “assist the Council to understand the public’s view” that is 

by far the most important question. 

Conclusions 12.1.2 - 12.1.6 are statements of fact about numbers responding etc 

Conclusion 12.1.7 states: 

“When considered in the context of the multiple other stages of consultation about NWRR has been 

undertaken, then the level of public scrutiny these proposals has received has been very significant.” 

This is clearly intended to suggest that there has been plenty of consultation about the road and there is no need for 

any more.  In view of the new viaduct proposal this cannot be accepted.  A further consultation is required to allow 

the public to understand this major change.   

12.2 Summary of Results 

Conclusions 12.2.1 -  12.2.11  relate to the results drawn from answers to the set questions.  These are all quantified 

and emphasize the figures already reported. 

For the reasons given above we do not accept that these conclusions are valid. 

Objection 10.4 Misleading conclusions to the SCI 

The Applicant has presented an SCI that gives a picture of detailed and effective consultation with the 

public throughout the prolonged gestation of the scheme resulting in widespread public satisfaction with 

the proposals.  Yet now that the planning application has been submitted, it has generated record levels of 

public objections.  Clearly there is a mismatch and, as outlined above, we contend that this is  because the 

Applicant has systematically tried to mislead the public in its ‘consultation’ and to misrepresent the 

findings of these events. 
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12.2.12 – 12.2.15 refer to Question 12 responses. 

It is recorded that 568 responses were made and then is added “ the most common theme identified within the 

responses expressed an opposing view of the overall impact of the road---” 

However, if one looks back to the themes detailed in 10.2.1, it is clear that a lot of oppositional comment was made 

under various headings.  No attempt has been made to quantify the overall number of people who have expressed 

opposition though that would have been possible. 

It is also impossible for the reader to “do the sums” because the theme headings are sometimes unclear as to 

whether opposition or support has been expressed.  E.g. “Impact on air quality”. 

This approach to dealing with the results from Question 12 is dishonest.  It would have been possible to quantify the 

level of opposition and this could have been reported as clearly as the results from the set questions. 

We do not accept that the conclusions are a fair reflection of public opinion. 

Both sections of the conclusions are unacceptable.  A consultation about the viaduct is required and the way 

information from the responses to Question 12 has been presented is dishonest. 

10.3 Observations, Errors and Omissions 

10.3.1 Section 3.1 - Consultation Principles and Process 

This introduction states that  

“This consultation approach was developed through consideration of the ‘Gunning Principles’, which are used 

to assess expectations about what constitutes ‘fair’ consultation. 

These are well known principles that have been tested in law and are:- 

1. that consultation must be at a time when proposals are still at a formative stage; 

2. that the proposer must give sufficient reasons for any proposal to permit of intelligent consideration and 

response; 

3. that adequate time is given for consideration and response; and 

4. that the product of consultation is conscientiously taken into account when finalising the decision. 

Under Sections 3.1.1 to 3.1.5 the Applicant gives evidence to illustrate compliance with Principles 1 – 3.  However, 

there is no mention of Principle 4, which is interesting because compliance with all four Principles is required before 

a consultation is considered to have been properly conducted and to be “fair”. 

There are no suggestions in the report as to how “the product of consultation” needs to be “taken into account 

when finalising the decision” 

Question 12 – Responses to matters raised 

In a long section, dealing with respondents comments in Question 12, many issues are addressed.  The answers tend 

to be defensive, further showing that any record of detrimental outcomes is being avoided.  Sometimes they are 

incomplete.  Here is one example to illustrate the point:- 

Section 10.4 deals with comments about traffic.  Respondents had said the road would increase congestion and 

traffic.  

The comprehensive response gives only a positive picture and avoids being objective.  In 10.4.3 is the statement:- 
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 “The traffic modelling clearly shows that a number of existing roads will see relief in the form of reduced 

traffic compared to a future scenario where the NNWRR was not built” 

No mention is made about the significant number of existing roads where the model shows traffic is predicted to 

increase. 

This is further evidence that the consultation was intended to “sell” the scheme rather than be objective. 
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Appendices 

Appendix 1 - Observations, Errors and Omissions in ‘Water’ Reports 

(Section 9) 
We have worked through the various reports systematically and made comments and recommendations for 

corrections/improvements throughout the text below. 

Appendix 3.1: Outline Construction Environmental Management Plan 

4.7 Method statements ‘would also be submitted to the enforcement agencies for information’  - This is not 

adequate for ensuring protection of the environment.  Method statements need to be approved by relevant 

enforcement agencies (i.e.  Environment Agency). 

4.8 Incident response – This should include notification of the Environment Agency and Severn Trent Water.  

Emergency procedures need to be approved by these parties before construction starts. 

5.3.1 (and 7.2.2) Up to 180 HGV movements per day are anticipated although it is not clear which roads these will 

use.  ‘There would be no access from any minor roads other than B4380 Holyhead Road, B5067 Berwick Road and 

A528 Ellesmere Road or through the surrounding towns and villages.’  There is a contradiction in this statement – use 

of the roads listed would allow access through ‘surrounding towns and villages’ – which towns and villages are 

specifically excluded?  There needs to be a clearer statement about the traffic movements. 

5.3.13.  During the construction of the Proposed Scheme, there would be some disruption to access to these three 

sites [Severn Hospice; The Uplands Care Home; and Oxon Hall Touring Park.] The Principal Contractor will be 

responsible for delivering a solution that allows temporary access to these sites during the construction phase of the 

Proposed Scheme which could be via Little Oxon Lane or a temporary access road.  This is unlikely to be acceptable to 

people living on Little Oxon Lane – the impacts from this need to be highlighted in the report. 

5.3.15.’ It is envisaged that the river would remain navigable during large proportions of the works, however it should 

be acknowledged that at times, restrictions would be required during key operations for health and safety reasons.’  

There is no indication of how long these periods might be – an estimate is needed and some method of control to 

ensure that river users are not unnecessarily inconvenienced for long periods. 

5.4.1.  ‘for the purposes of the Environmental Statement, the main construction compound is located within the 

existing Oxon Park and Ride site as this will have been decommissioned by the time the construction of the Proposed 

Scheme starts’.  There has been little or no consultation or discussion about stopping this local facility. 

Table 6-2 – Potential Environmental Impacts 

• Biodiversity – should specifically mention Oxon Pool as well as fish  

• Equality – also needs to mention horse riders and people using bikes and impact of noise on people using 

the countryside including the River Severn for recreation generally.  Note that 7.8.1 (Equality) includes no 

measures to mitigate impacts on these people. 

• Population and Health – should say that severance of communities is permanent in some places. 

• Road Drainage and Water Environment – this does not mention risks associated with extensive re-profiling 

of Shelton Bank. 

7.9.3 Monitoring groundwater and surface water ‘If concentrations exceed these trigger values, these would be 

reported to Shropshire Council and Environment Agency within 48 hours of receipt of the results and further advice 

obtained from the Environmental Manager/Advisor.’ i.e.  there is no plan of what to do if there is a failure.  This 
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needs to be agreed before planning approval is granted.  Discussing trigger levels, The Piling Works Risk Assessment 

states 7.2.11.  A trigger value should be assigned that is based on risk to the receptor.  This is not straightforward.   

7.9.4 Piling ‘It includes turbidity trigger values and proposed actions, if exceeded.’  It does not specify what will be 

done.  The Interim Piling Works Risk assessment makes clear that a contingency plan has not yet been prepared.  

This needs to be agreed before planning approval is granted.  7.2.11.  states A trigger value should be assigned that 

is based on risk to the receptor.  This is not straightforward.   

7.9.16 ‘the Principal Contractor would be required to develop emergency spillage, flood, fire and contamination 

control procedures such that any inadvertent incidents are immediately controlled to minimise the potential impact’  

This needs to be explicitly linked to the need to protect groundwater – the preceding 7.9.12 does not mention 

groundwater.  Potential disruption to the national cycle route 81 needs to be explicitly recognised and mitigated. 

7.14.2 ‘WCH routes would remain open, where practicable, and where closures are necessary, route diversions would 

be in place where practicable’.  This is too weak – the onus must be on the contractor to keep these open at all 

times.  See also 7.14.3 (first bullet). 

7.14.2 ‘Public Rights of Way diversions would be agreed in advance with Shropshire Council’  Following the recent 

problems regarding access across the Oteley Road developments, confidence in Shropshire Council’s ability to 

protect the interest of people using footpaths from developers has been severely damaged. 

7.15.2.  ‘The Principal Contractor should implement standard good practice pollution prevention measures’ – given 

the extremely sensitive hydrological setting identified, ‘standard good practice’ is not sufficient.  The protection 

measures required need to be explicitly agreed in advance with the Environment Agency and Severn Trent Water.  

There is no discussion in this list of the need to avoid contaminants soaking into the ground.  Many of the bunding 

measures proposed could enhance downwards percolation of the contaminated water unless combined with 

impermeable lining of settlement areas.  There is no discussion of measures to mitigate impacts from the extensive 

re-profiling of Shelton Bank. 

7.15.4 ‘The construction dewatering method of discharge has yet to be determined.’  Given the sensitivity of the 

groundwater setting, the measures to protect groundwater need to be agreed with the Environment Agency in 

advance. 

Annex C – this should include engagement with Severn Trent Water. 

Chapter 10 – Geology and Soils 

Note that this chapter is based on an incomplete dataset and it is clear that further information is required to make 

the conclusions robust.  Given the criticality of the risks and the need for these to be properly assessed in the 

planning process, it is our view that the proposed approach of updating the reports after the planning decision is 

inadequate.  Statements in this report that show that the assessment is not complete are listed below: 

10.1.2 ESSENTIAL MITIGATION MEASURES 

• Completion of further Ground Investigation (GI) works for the detailed design of the 
Proposed Scheme and to inform mitigation measures including the provision of a sufficient 
monitoring well network for ongoing monitoring requirements; 

This section also refers to a number of documents which are interim pending further GI 

• Appendix 3.1: Outline Construction Environmental Management Plan 

• Appendix 10.1 Interim Baseline Contamination Study 

• Appendix 10.3 Interim Piling Works Risk Assessment (PWRA) 

• Appendix 10.4 Interim Borehole Decommissioning Plan 

• Appendix 10.5 Interim Baseline Water Quality and Construction Monitoring Strategy 
The following essential document has not been prepared: 
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• Development and implementation of an emergency response plan, so that it is in place for 
both the construction and operational phases.  The plan would detail procedures and 
measures to be undertaken should a spillage / pollution event occur. 

10.1.5. The following monitoring requirements have been identified: 

• Completion of the outstanding Phase 4 GI works and a minimum of 10 rounds baseline 
groundwater and surface water quality baseline sampling at a frequency of a maximum 2 
months 

10.1.6 The Interim Piling Works Risk Assessment (provided in Appendix 10.3) details mitigation measures 
and monitoring pre, during and post piling activities 

• Additional GI to further characterise the ground conditions in the area for proposed piling, 
including the installation of sentinel monitoring wells; 

• Contingency plan should the trigger value be exceeded.  [this has not been prepared.  
Appendix 10.3 7.2.11 states.  A trigger value should be assigned that is based on risk to 
the receptor.  This is not straightforward.] 

10.1.7 Following the results of further ground investigation to inform the detailed design and mitigation 
measures these assessments will be updated and will be subject to further key stakeholder 
engagement, if required. 

10.1.9 Appendix 10.2 contains confidential information and cannot be published.  Appendix 10.2 has been 
provided under separate cover, under agreed confidentiality, to Shropshire Council in its role as the 
Local Planning Authority.   
It is not clear what information is provided within this report and so the overall adequacy of the 
water risk assessment cannot be assessed.  If approval to view this information cannot be reached 
then the applicant needs to detail what conclusions have been reached on the basis of the analysis 
contained in this appendix and justify why this is adequate.   

10.4.6. It should be noted that due to extreme flooding events and the COVID-19 pandemic, the full 
proposed ground investigation scope has yet to be completed.  This version of Chapter 10 includes 
the results of Phase 3 GI and partial Phase 2 GI completed in the summer of June 2020 as well as 
follow up monitoring and sampling works.  The remaining Phase 2 GI has been combined with the 
Phase 4 GI works which are programmed for completion pending land access.  This report will be 
updated upon completion of the Phase 4 GI.  The assessments undertaken are considered to be 
robust, with appropriate conservatism applied where required.  Following the results of further 
ground investigation to inform the detailed design and mitigation measures these assessments will 
be updated and will be subject to further key stakeholder engagement.  As outlined above, we do 
not agree that the assessments presented are precautionary. 

Table 10-10 This assessment requires a review and update following further (Phase 4) GI. 

Table 10-10 The magnitude of potential effect, likelihood of occurrence and therefore risk rating has been 
assigned based on a precautionary approach.  Following the completion of ongoing and future GI, 
the assessments will be reviewed and updated.  As outlined above, we do not agree that the 
assessments presented are precautionary. 

10.8.1. It should be noted that due to extreme flooding events and the COVID-19 pandemic, the full 
proposed ground investigation scope has yet to be completed.  The Phase 4 GI works are 
programmed for completion, pending land access.  This chapter will be updated upon completion 
of the Phase 4 GI.  The assessments undertaken are considered to be robust, with appropriate 
conservatism applied where required.  Following the results of further GI to inform the detailed 
design and mitigation measures, these assessments will be updated and will be subject to further 
key stakeholder engagement. 

10.8.1. The baseline information and interim assessments supporting this Chapter are considered to be 
robust, with worst case conservatism adopted where required.  The reports will be updated 
following the submission of the planning application upon receipt of the outstanding GI data 
with further regulatory liaison and reviews which will inform the detailed design and mitigation.  
As outlined above, we do not agree that the assessments presented are precautionary. 

10.10.10 The GI works would include the collection of chemical data to update the baseline dataset and 
generic quantitative assessment for human health and controlled waters (the interim report is 
presented in Appendix 10.1: Interim Baseline Contamination Study Report).  If contamination is 
encountered during the ground investigation (none identified to date), remedial measures would 
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be outlined within a remediation strategy (if required) and these works could be undertaken pre or 
during the construction phase. 

10.10.11 To minimise risks to the future built environment, the GI works would include for further 
geotechnical testing and assessment which would inform the detailed design of the Proposed 
Scheme and further design mitigation required (selection of appropriate concrete classifications 
etc.).   

10.10.17 The Interim Piling Works Risk Assessment (provided in Appendix 10.3) details mitigation measures 
and monitoring pre, during and post piling activities: 

• Additional GI to further characterise the ground conditions in the area for proposed 
piling, including the installation of sentinel monitoring wells; 

10.13.1. At the time of writing this Chapter, the Phase 4 GI works had not been completed and the 
supporting documents (see Annexes 10.1 through to 10.5)) to this Chapter are considered interim 
only.  The supporting documents present a robust worst case conservative approach, where 
required.  Further GI works to inform detailed design and mitigation will be undertaken followed by 
groundwater and surface water baseline sampling on a frequency of up to every two months, for 
up to one year.  These supporting documents would then require a review and update which 
should be secured via planning conditions. 

10.13.2. The Interim Piling Works Risk Assessment (provided in Appendix 10.3) details mitigation measures 
and monitoring pre, during and post piling activities: 

• Additional GI to further characterise the ground conditions in the area for proposed 
piling, including the installation of sentinel monitoring wells 

 

10.2.2 Local Policy – the report quotes from the March 2011 Shropshire Local Development Framework.  However, 

given the progress of the new draft local plan, the proposed new DP19.  Water Resources and Water Quality should 

be referenced i.e.  3.  Proposals in Source Protection Zone 1 are not encouraged. 

Table 10.1 details consultation with Severn Trent Water (STWL) and the Environment Agency since 2020.  However, 

this should include the discussions between the Applicant and these organisations on this scheme since 2005.  This 

would make it clear how consistent the Environment Agency in particular has been in its recommendation that 

alternatives to the route and road design in SPZ1 should be considered.  Note that Chapter 5 (Approach to 

Environmental Statement) includes a reference to an Appendix (1.2) containing STWL’s response to the scoping 

document but this was not provided. 

Table 10-2 - Elements scoped out of the assessment.   

Hencott Pool – the justification refers to a ‘distinct perched water system’ but there is no cross reference to 

where this is evidenced: reading Chapter 17 (3.4.10) it appears that this is contained in Appendix 10.2 

(confidential report) and so is not currently available to public scrutiny.  Given the RAMSAR (Habitats 

Directive) Status of the site, the level of information required is very high.  The site is stated to be not 

connected to the underlying Permo-Triassic Sandstone but this information is not sufficient to support the 

claim that the road will not have an effect: for a Habitats Directive site the precautionary principle requires 

the preparation of the fullest possible scientific evaluation, the determination, as far as possible, of the 

degree of scientific uncertainty.  The general level of information provided in the planning submission 

regarding the conceptual model of Hencott Pools area is very weak. 

Impacts of the operational phase on Hencott Pool was also scoped out of the assessment but air quality 

impacts on designated sites were included in Appendix 8.21. 

10.4.3 – the desk study did not include any literature search regarding academic papers (readily available on line) 

about the geology of the study.  As outlined under Objection 7.2, this is a major omission and meant that subsequent 

ground investigations were not correctly designed and executed.  The desk study also does not refer to any attempt 

to understand the local geology using GIS – a crucial tool for understanding glacial geology.  Again, such information 
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is readily available online.  (NB LiDAR based topographical analysis has been carried out as part of the 

geomorphological assessment, but this was specifically focussed on understanding the geomorphology of the River 

Severn and did not consider the wider spatial context of the glacial geology of the area.) 

10.4.4.  – there is no mention of a geological walkover survey between the desk study and the ground investigation 

(Chapter 17 17.5.5 suggests that a walkover was carried out July 2019 but this seems to have been limited to 

assessing which monitoring boreholes were still functional).  This means that information about the local geology 

that is readily visible in the field was missed and the conceptual ground model on which the ground investigation 

was based was flawed.  (NB a walkover survey was carried out as part of the geomorphological survey but this was to 

gain an understanding of baseline hydromorphological processes operating within the River Severn local to the 

proposed site of works and the downstream reaches (WSP/Shropshire Council 2021 para 2.3.4 Appendix 17.3) not to 

understand the glacial geology of the surrounding area).  There is also no mention of the use of surface geophysics to 

help understand the complex glacial geology of the area (although it is understood that surveys were carried out in 

2007 – but no mention is made of this at any point). 

Section 10.5 (Baseline Conditions) does not discuss the in situ permeability testing carried out on the superficial 

deposits.  This is an important part of the conceptual model and is needed for the various risk assessments discussed 

in this chapter and associated appendices. 

10.5.4 refers to a geological block model using the Leapfrog software.  This model was not available for inspection 

and very limited outputs have been included in the report: there is one detailed section through the important area 

around Shelton Rough and a series associated with the individual drainage basins (Appendix 17.1 Annex B).  In 

general, these only present one section per location (i.e.  a perpendicular section is not provided) and so the 

geological structure in 3D is not clear – this is particularly important around the Shelton Rough area where the 3D 

geology is complex and it appears that WSP has not understood the glacial processes that created the strata and 

hence their properties and structure.  There is also no geological cross section provided between the proposed route 

of the road and Hencott Pool to justify the claim that there is no hydrogeological continuity between the pool and 

the road. 

Note that the Leapfrog software includes an option to export the model to a free viewer to allow it to be shared 

without the need for the software (https://www.seequent.com/products-solutions/leapfrog-viewer/ ).  We 

requested such access but it has not been provided by the applicant. 

Table 10-4 – Geological sequence describes the clay within the Glacial Till as ‘generally firm to very stiff.’  This omits 

any discussion of the mode of deposition of the till and the resultant significant structural properties. 

Table 10-5 - Summary of geological hazards – this lists Landslide Ground Stability in the western part of the proposed 

road as very low whereas there are clearly active landslides on the banks north of Shelton Rough and the 

Geomorphological assessment describes the area as ‘notably unstable’. 

Table 10-7 This table does not present the variation in groundwater levels in 3D and with time which is crucial to 

developing a robust conceptual understanding of the groundwater systems and the risks of impact from/to the 

proposed development (and any nearby developments such as the Shrewsbury West Sustainable Urban Extension).  

There is no discussion of these elevations relative to the base of the proposed road (although this is discussed in 

Chapter 17 it is relevant to the risks discussed in this chapter). 

10.5.19 Adequate details of the proposed hard engineering and, in particular, the visual impact of this, are not 

provided in Chapter 12 (Landscape and visual). 

10.5.20 The is no presentation of geological or hydrogeological information to justify the claim that there is no 

hydrogeological connection between Hencott Pool and the proposed route of the road.  Given the international 

significance of Hencott Pool, more evidence is required. 

https://www.seequent.com/products-solutions/leapfrog-viewer/
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10.5.21/22 No evidence is presented to support the claim that ‘the Sandstone aquifer in this area is not considered to 

be locally impacted by the Proposed Scheme’.  WSP/Shropshire Council need to provide evidence in the form of 

geological cross sections and groundwater levels. 

10.5.42 Piling Pollution Scenario 1 at Shelton Rough ‘The results of ongoing and future GI work are required to 

further characterise the ground conditions in this area.  If the current understanding regarding predicted ground 

conditions is corroborated (or found to be more favourable than predicted) the revised risk grading may be reset to 

very low.’  WSP/Shropshire Council have not provided any evidence to explain why they consider that further G.I.  

will reduce rather than increase the assessed level of risk. 

10.5.45 Conceptual Site Model (CSM).  As discussed above, there is a fundamental weakness in the geological model 

and hence the CSM.  The results of the various risk assessments presented cannot be accepted until a more robust 

geological model is developed. 

Table 10-10 - Qualitative Risk Appraisal and Preliminary Conceptual Site Model.  As discussed above, there are 

fundamental weaknesses with the CSM and the supporting ground investigation is incomplete.  We therefore do not 

accept the statement that the current assessment is conservative.   

Table 10-10 - The Piling Risk is assessed as ‘Low’ but if the Likelihood is potentially Low (as described in the Piling Risk 

assessment), this combined with High potential impact would give a Medium risk on Table 10.8).  Describing the risk 

as ‘Low’ is therefore not precautionary as claimed in this section. 

10.9.6.  Again, WSP/Shropshire Council has not presented information to support the statement that ‘The designated 

site is also located upstream and up-geological dip of the Proposed Scheme with no hydrological or hydrogeological 

connection identified between the designated site and the Proposed Scheme.’  Therefore, the conclusion that there 

will be no impact on this site of international importance has not been demonstrated to a satisfactory level.   

10.9.8/10.10.15 There is no discussion of the potential impact of re profiling Shelton Bank and the effect of 

earthworks and hard engineering in this area on the Shelton Groundwater Public Water Supplies. 

10.9.12/13/14.  There is no evidence presented to demonstrate that the impact of a fuel spillage from the road 

would have a ‘temporary, short to medium term’.  Environment Agency, 2017 states 

3.  If an activity may cause serious or irreversible damage, the Environment Agency will apply the 

precautionary principle and assess circumstances using a potential worst case result.  This is because once 

polluted, groundwater may take years to clean up. 

10.9.13 The report does not present a clear evidence base to demonstrate that there is no risk to the underlying 

Principal Aquifer to the east of the River Severn.   

10.9.20 ‘The Proposed Scheme would be a locally significant highway infrastructure’ – this statement is not 

consistent with The Applicant’s statement that this scheme is needed to support the resilience of the strategic road 

network. 

10.9.22.  ‘Assessments have concluded’  These assessments have not been referenced/presented and so the validity 

of this statement cannot be assessed. 

10.9.22 ‘The Proposed Scheme would result in a direct, temporary, short term effect on the groundwater’.  There is 

no justification for saying that operational impacts would only have a ‘short term’ effect but construction impacts 

would have a ‘short to medium term’ effect.  As discussed above (10.9.12) any impact on groundwater is likely to be 

long term. 
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10.10.8.  ‘With the adoption of appropriate mitigation for soil handling and restoration, the soils would be able to 

continue their various ecosystem functions, principally as a medium for producing food and biomass; for storing and 

cycling water and carbon and for supporting habitats, biodiversity and landscape planting.’  This is a good aspiration 

but the application does not contain any guarantees that this will be achieved. 

10.10.17 The contingency plan has not been developed and so it is unclear whether the risk can truly be mitigated. 

10.10.19 ‘If changes are recorded, works would be halted in that area and an alternative methodology would be 

developed by the Principal Contractor and approved by statutory bodies before recommencement of works.’  Again, 

the feasibility of an alternative plan cannot be assessed as the options are not presented. 

10.11.5.  Discussing the Piling Risk Assessment, the report states that ‘The Proposed Scheme would result in a direct, 

temporary, short term not significant residual effect.’  In 10.9.12 and 10.11.6 the risk to groundwater from piling is 

stated to be ‘short to medium term’.  No evidence is presented to justify these claims when pollution of groundwater 

is generally long term.  The difference in terminology in different parts of the report seems to imply that here is no 

evidence to support these statements. 

10.11.9.  Again – no justification is provided for saying that risks to groundwater will be temporary or short term. 

10.13.1.  ‘The supporting documents present a robust worst case conservative approach, where required.’  No 

justification for this statement is provided.  As discussed above, we do not agree that the assessments are 

precautionary. 

10.13.2  No trigger levels of Contingency plan are provided.  Without trigger levels and actions that have been 

agreed with stakeholders the plan is meaningless.  Appendix 17.3 7.2.11 states A trigger value should be assigned 

that is based on risk to the receptor.  This is not straightforward.   

Appendix 10.1 INTERIM BASELINE CONTAMINATION STUDY REPORT 

Note that this report is described as an ‘interim’ report and it is clear that further information is required to make 

the conclusions robust.  Given the criticality of the risks and the need for these to be properly assessed in the 

planning process, it is our view that the proposed approach of updating the reports after the planning decision is 

inadequate.  Statements in this report that show that the assessment is not complete are listed below: 

Executive 
summary 
‘Further 
Work’ 

It should be noted that due to extreme flooding events and Coronavirus (COVID-19) pandemic, the 
full proposed ground investigations scope has yet to be completed in order to provide sufficient 
site coverage for the baseline assessment.  Upon completion of the outstanding Phase 4 intrusive 
assessment works, further monitoring and sampling rounds will need to be completed across the 
entire monitoring well network in order to provide a complete baseline dataset for the Proposed 
Scheme. 

1.3.4 It should be noted that due to extreme flooding events and the COVID-19 pandemic, the full 
proposed ground investigation scope has yet to be completed.  This updated version of the report 
includes the amended Phase 3 GI and partial Phase 2 GI completed in the summer of June 2020 
and follow up monitoring and sampling works.  The remaining Phase 2 GI have been combined 
with the Phase 4 GI works which are waiting on access to be granted by land owners [i.e.  there is 
no guarantee that the landowners will grant permission.] prior to completion.  This report will be 
updated upon completion of the Phase 4 GI.   

1.4.4 It should be recognised that this report is an interim report for inclusion within the Environmental 
Statement (ES) chapter for ground conditions.  This report will be reviewed, and updated post EIA 
submission once further ground investigation and monitoring data is available. 

4.7.2. It should be noted that due to extreme flooding events and the COVID-19 pandemic, the full 
proposed ground investigation scope has yet to be completed.  This updated version of the report 
includes the amended Phase 3 GI and partial Phase 2 GI completed in the summer of June 2020 
and follow up monitoring and sampling works.  The remaining Phase 2 GI have been combined 
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with the Phase 4 GI works which are waiting on access to be granted by land owners prior to 
completion.  This report will be updated upon completion of the Phase 4 GI. 

Table 4-5 CPT logs outstanding from Version 4 RPS, 2020 interim factual report.  Table to be updated 
following receipt of information. 

6.1.1 An understanding of the current soil and groundwater contamination conditions is required in 
order to fully determine the potential impacts of the Proposed Scheme from contamination during 
both the construction and operational phases in the ES.  This report will be updated to include 
further data once all investigation and further baseline monitoring work has been completed. 

6.4.2 Seven locations sampled by GIP on 02-03 December 2020 (phase 1 round 4).Further monitoring 
and sampling rounds are programmed in for 2021 and this report will be updated when data is 
available to take the additional datasets into consideration. 

Table 8-1 A preliminary piling foundations risk assessment (PWRA) (provided in Appendix 10.3) has been 
undertaken which should be read in conjunction with this report and Chapter 10: (Geology and 
Soils) to provide a detailed SPR linkage for each potential scenario.  Based on the currently 
available soils data, it is considered unlikely that contamination would be pushed down during 
piling, but a precautionary very low likelihood of an increase in turbidity risk occurring has been 
followed.  This is due to the designed in mitigation measures and construction procedures which 
would be put in place, including a requisite minimum standoff between the base of works and top 
of bedrock; which would significantly minimise the risk of turbidity propagation to a well-
developed fracture network within the Principal aquifer.  The potential risk is considered to be a 
precautionary low at this stage.  This assessment requires a review and update following further 
(Phase 4) GI.  As outlined above, we do not agree that the assessments presented are 
precautionary. 
* The magnitude of potential effect, likelihood of occurrence and therefore risk rating has been 
assigned based on a precautionary approach.  Following the completion of ongoing and future GI, 
the assessments will be reviewed and updated. 

8.3.1 Details of the currently proposed piling design and outline methodology are included in Appendix 
10.3: Interim Piling Works Risk Assessment and these currently comprise Continuous Flight Auger 
(CFA) piles.  i.e.  the method could change 

8.3.8. Pollution scenario 1 [Creation of preferential pathways] is applicable to the Shelton Rough River 
Severn Viaduct, as the proposed piling works for all structures have the potential to penetrate into 
the Glacial Sand and Gravel unit; which is in hydraulic continuity with the bedrock and Principal 
aquifer.  The current precautionary likelihood, assessed conservatively, of the Source – Pathway – 
Receptor (SPR) linkage occurring is very low and the risk low.  The results of ongoing and future GI 
work are required to further characterise the ground conditions in this area.  If the current 
understanding regarding predicted ground conditions is corroborated (or found to be more 
favourable than predicted) the revised risk grading may be reset to very low.  As outlined above, 
we do not agree that the assessments presented are precautionary. 

8.3.10. Pollution scenario 7 is active as the proposed piling works have the potential to generate 
suspended solids within the superficial deposits (increasing groundwater turbidity) at the drill site; 
which, if proximal to a well-developed fissure/fracture network linked to the PWS abstraction, may 
adversely impact the PWS source.  The requisite 10m minimum standoff between base of works 
and top of weathered sandstone means the likelihood that the S-P-R linkage to the PWS source is 
complete is very low, as well as the potential to have a negative impact on groundwater quality.  
The current risk grading is assessed very conservatively and considered as a precautionary low risk.  
As outlined above, we do not agree that the assessments presented are precautionary. 

9.1.5 There has been previous investigation works completed as part of the Proposed Scheme.  Utilising 
the currently available dataset from these ground investigations, a GQRA protective of the human 
health and controlled waters risk assessment has been undertaken to inform the baseline 
conditions of the Proposed Scheme.  This assessment will be updated following completion of the 
proposed Phase 4 ground investigation in 2021. 

9.1.11 The baseline assessment has been completed using currently available data, with up to four 
rounds of groundwater results and three rounds of surface water results, and no turbidity 
monitoring.  It is considered that further sampling and analysis, and continuous turbidity 
monitoring in proposed sentinel monitoring wells within the vicinity of the Proposed Scheme and 



Page 113 FINAL 27 April 2021 

abstractions is required following the completion of all ground investigation in order to provide a 
minimum of ten rounds of groundwater sampling (over 1 year) to provide a robust dataset. 

9.1.12 This report is to be updated following the completion of Phase 4 ground investigation and the 
additional groundwater monitoring and sampling rounds 

 

NB Figure 3 which shows location of GI boreholes including those scheduled for Phase 4 is not present in the 

submitted documents. 

Table 4-1 – Published geology is confused in its use of the correct terminology for geological strata: Quaternary, 

Pleistocene and Triassic (Sherwood Sandstone Group) are all listed as ‘Ages’ whereas Quaternary and Triassic are 

Periods and Pleistocene is an Epoch within the Quaternary Period.  The Formations within the Sherwood Sandstone 

Group are then listed under ‘Stratum’ as opposed to Formations and in reverse chronological order in contrast to the 

rest of the table: Wilmslow Sandstone Formation is the youngest and the Kinnerton Sandstone Formation the oldest.  

This may seem like a minor point but it is a sign of the lack of oversight of the assessment process by an 

experienced geologist. 

Table 4-2 - Summary of geological hazards lists the Landslide Ground Stability for the Western part of the scheme as 

‘Very Low’ and the Eastern part as ‘Low’ based on the Groundsure and Envirocheck reports and the risk of 

Compressible Ground as ‘Negligible to High’ (Western) and ‘No Hazard to High’ (Eastern). 

A geological cross section along the Proposed Scheme is provided on Figure 4a and 4b: Geological Cross Section: River 

Severn Viaduct W - E.  This is useful but doesn’t do justice to the complex, 3D nature of the deposits.  The Leapfrog 

geological model has not been provided. 

Table 4-6 - Summary of depth to groundwater for each geological stratum.  This labels the data as ‘depth’ but it is in 

fact ‘elevation’ (mAOD).  Note – there is an inconsistency between the groundwater levels in Table 4-6 and those 

shown on Figure 4b.   

Appendix 10.2 CONFIDENTIAL REPORT 

Not available for review 

Appendix 10.3 INTERIM PILING WORKS RISK ASSESSMENT 

Note that this report is described as an ‘interim’ report and it is clear that further information is required to make 

the conclusions robust.  Given the criticality of the risks and the need for these to be properly assessed in the 

planning process, it is our view that the proposed approach of updating the reports after the planning decision is 

inadequate.  Statements in this report that show that the assessment is not complete are listed below 

1.3.4. It should be noted that due to the extreme flooding events in early 2020 followed by the current 
Coronavirus (COVID-19) pandemic, the full proposed ground investigation scope has yet to be 
completed.  This updated version of the report includes the amended Phase 3 Ground Investigation 
(GI) and partial Phase 2 GI completed in the summer of June 2020 and follow up monitoring and 
sampling works.  The remaining Phase 2 GI have been combined with the Phase 4 GI works which are 
waiting on access to be granted by land owners prior to completion.  This report will be updated upon 
completion of the Phase 4 GI. 

1.5.4. It should be recognised that this is an interim assessment for inclusion within the Environmental 
Statement (ES) chapter for ground conditions.  It will be reviewed and updated post Environmental 
Impact Assessment (EIA) submission once further ground investigation and monitoring data is 
available 

2.1.1 The following provides a summary of the pertinent details of Technical Note 1: Shelton Rough River 
Severn Viaduct Pile and Caisson Assessment regarding the initial design for piles for the proposed 
Shelton Rough River Severn Viaduct structure and Clayton Way Overbridge.  It is noted that the 
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design may be subject to change at detailed design stage and this interim assessment will need to 
be updated to reflect any changes in the proposed design.  Once the piling contractor has been 
appointed and the design finalised, a detailed piling / foundation method statement will be provided, 
and this assessment updated for final approval by the regulatory bodies and key stakeholders. 

3.5.3. Due to extreme flooding events and the COVID-19 pandemic, the full proposed ground investigation 
scope has yet to be completed.  The recently updated version of the Ground Investigation report (RPS 
2020) includes the amended Phase 3 GI and partial Phase 2 GI completed in the summer of June 2020 
and follow up monitoring and sampling works.  The remaining Phase 2 GI have been combined with 
the Phase 4 GI works are programme for completion subject to COVID restrictions and land access.  
This PWRA report will be updated upon completion of the Phase 4 GI. 

3.5.6 The available ground investigation data in the vicinity of Clayton Way is currently limited. 

Fig 3-2 
Fig 4-2 

The geometry of this unit is controlled by our interpretations from borehole logs and topography.  The 
model has also been told to abut the geologies to the base of the River Severn based on the data 
available, therefore some geologies in the area of the ‘cliff section’ may not be representative due 
to the lack of ground investigation data and our interpretations in that area. 
The groundwater levels may not be fully representative due to the limited investigation data and 
reliance of water strikes rather than measured rest elevations. 

Fig 3-3 Note the distances on the section after the borehole name is its offset distance from the section line.  
The groundwater levels may not be fully representative due to the limited investigation data and 
reliance of water strikes rather than measured rest elevations. 
Furthermore, where steep gradient shown in water levels in drift deposits this should not be 
interpreted as representing a continuous aquifer.  In reality, these changing levels represent 
discontinuous/different drift units.  Piles are projected to a maximum design depth of 20 m. 

4.1.3 A full contaminant assessment is included in the Interim Baseline Contamination Study Report, 
presented in Appendix 10.1 of the Environmental Statement.  This updated version of the report 
includes the amended Phase 3 GI and partial Phase 2 GI completed in the summer of June 2020 and 
follow up monitoring and sampling works.  The remaining Phase 2 GI have been combined with the 
Phase 4 GI works which are programmed for completion pending relaxation of COVID restrictions and 
obtaining land access.  This report will be updated upon completion of the Phase 4 GI, also 
incorporating further routine monitoring and sampling data 

6.1.9 The detailed piling design will follow regulatory guidance and take full cognisance of soil conditions 
identified on the site.  All relevant health and safety documentation, including appropriate RAMS, will 
be provided by the piling contractor and included in the CEMP for implementation through 
construction.  This document will be updated upon receipt of the final piling method statement and 
submitted for regulatory approval. 

Table 6-1 This is a conservative assessment which will be reviewed and updated following future 
investigation and assessment 

 

Table 3-1 – Published geology – See comments on Table 4-1 under Appendix 10.1 

3.5.5.  Observations pertinent to the assessment are summarised as follows: 

The topographic relief varies dramatically from the west to the east of the River Severn with a steeply rising 

topography away from the River Severn to the west (elevation of 51 m AOD at the River and 79.6 m at BH403) 

compared to the flat floodplain to the east.  As discussed under Objection 7.2, the applicant and its consultants seem 

to have been remarkably incurious about the significance of this feature and its stability (or lack of). 

Figure 3-2 text includes ‘The geometry of this unit is controlled by our interpretations from borehole logs and 

topography.  The model has also been told to abut the geologies to the base of the River Severn based on the data 

available, therefore some geologies in the area of the ‘cliff section’ may not be representative due to the lack of 

ground investigation data and our interpretations in that area.’ 

3.5.12.  The most sensitive abstraction within the Shelton area is a STWL managed surface water abstraction point, 

approximately 70m upstream from the proposed Shelton Rough River Severn Viaduct.  Elsewhere it says 100m – this 
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may seem like a causal error but, given that the dispersivity modelling showed that pollution could travel 40 m 

upstream following a major event, this difference is not insignificant.   

It is clear that there are complex, perched aquifers and the data presented is insufficient to fully characterise these. 

Figure 3.2/3.3/4.2 The groundwater levels may not be fully representative due to the limited investigation 

data and reliance of water strikes rather than measured rest elevations. 

3.5.23.  Localised perched and discontinuous groundwaters are present (and confirmed by the GI) due to the 

variability of the superficial deposits. 

3.5.26.  Given the ground elevation difference on the west of the River Severn, compared to the east (circa 

28m between BH4 (07) and BH6 (07)), a more substantial thickness of unsaturated zone is observed to the 

west.  However, it is also noted that groundwater level monitoring data from shallow installations within the 

superficial deposits and groundwater ingresses recorded during trial pit excavation, suggests the presence of 

localised perched groundwaters. 

3.5.21.  Groundwater elevation data is available from historic and current GI monitoring of locations within 

and in proximity to the Application Boundary; although limited in respect of its frequency, spatial 

distribution and concurrency 

Summary of Section 3 Groundwater levels data is limited; yet available data suggests: 

• To the west of the River Severn, the main (Principal) aquifer resides around 48 m AOD (at BH4(07) 

this equates to circa.  30m bgl) in the sandstone or overlying (hydraulically linked) Basal Sand and 

Gravel. 

• To the east of the River Severn, and within the floodplain, groundwater is at shallow depth within the 

Glacial-fluvial Sands and Gravels (also referred to as Basal Sand and Gravel) 

4.4.10.  A requisite minimum stand-off of 10 m between the base of the pile and the top of the sandstone bedrock is 

proposed for all structures.  This stand-off is increased further (additional uncertainty buffer applied) where there is 

reduced confidence in the geological interpretations in the vicinity of the structure, based on the availability of 

intrusive data from which interpolations have been made.  The uncertainty buffer is more stringent (maximum 

additional uncertainty buffer 10 m) where geological interpolations are less predictable, e.g.  between the western 

abutment and Pier 6 and where topographic relief of the bedrock sub-crop is steep within the area of observed 

trench. 

4.4.11.  For each of the proposed structures, based on current geological interpolations, the restrictions on pile length 

to achieve the minimum standoff (10 m) and the ‘safe’ standoff (10 m plus uncertainty buffer) is presented in Table 4-

5.  Further GI is proposed at each of the proposed structures to enable refinement and increased confidence.  

Consequently, it is envisaged that a high to very high confidence will be achieved to inform pile depth at the detailed 

design stage.  This level of confidence is needed now before planning permission can be granted given the significant 

implications of any changes of design that may be required to address the risks in this area. 

4.4.13.  Whilst implementation of the requisite minimum 10 m standoff is considered to very significantly reduce the 

risk of turbidity propagation into the bedrock aquifer; appropriate risk assessment and method statements (RAMS) as 

well as recommended mitigation measures (discussed in Section 7) should be in place to minimise any associated risk 

as the consequences associated with this risk are so severe.  These measures would be developed and agreed for 

inclusion in the Construction Environment Monitoring Plan (CEMP) for implementation and monitoring as part of 

the construction phase.  Given the level of risk involved these measures need to be specified now rather than after 

planning permission is granted. 
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6.1.1.  WSP understands that a detailed foundation design is pending and so the information presented below is 

considered to be a preliminary assessment, and subject to future revision following receipt of detailed foundation 

designs.  Given the level of risk involved these need to be specified now rather than after planning permission is 

granted. 

6.1.3.  The geology and ground conditions at the proposed works sites are potentially challenging (floodplain and 

shallow depth to groundwater east of the River Severn, unconsolidated superficial deposits, steep topography (river 

bluff) west of the River Severn and suspected marginal stability) and need to be addressed by the foundation design.  

The applicant acknowledges that this is a significant risk and yet the quotes presented elsewhere in this review show 

that the applicant has not gained the level of understanding required to submit a robust application (Objection 7.2). 

6.1.6.  CFA is also quoted by the Environment Agency as probably posing ‘the least risk of groundwater pollution, 

although even these will not be acceptable at some sites without further precautions such as the removal of 

contaminated material from individual pile site of the use of temporary casing to seal out contaminated water’ 

(Environment Agency, 2001).  The potential use of temporary casing to provide additional aquifer protection during 

the works is under review for future consideration.  i.e. is not confirmed 

6.2.5.  The pile design for the Viaduct has not yet been finalised; however, a requisite minimum 10 m standoff 

(detailed within Section 4.4) between the base of the pile and the top of the Kinnerton Sandstone will be 

incorporated….…In order to achieve the requisite standoff for all piles, further consideration regarding pile design is 

required with reductions in pile length being possible by increasing pile diameters and/or numbers at particular 

structures.  It is acknowledged that the overlying superficial deposits whilst not fully confining, provide a degree of 

protection to the underlying Basal Sand and Gravel and Sherwood Sandstone Aquifers, particularly to the west of the 

River.  Notwithstanding, the Basal Sand and Gravel and Sherwood Sandstone Aquifers are noted to be in hydraulic 

continuity and therefore, piling into these deposits has the potential to create additional pathways between the 

superficial deposits and the bedrock.  The applicant acknowledges that this is a significant risk and yet the quotes 

presented elsewhere in this review show that the applicant has not gained the level of understanding required to 

submit a robust application (Objection 7.2). 

6.2.13.  The design for CFA piles will use concrete, cement paste or grout and therefore, this pollution scenario is 

active.  Consideration to pile material should be given during design and appropriate materials be selected for use 

that will harden within an appropriate timescale when installed.  In addition, volumes of piling concrete will need to 

be monitored to ensure that there is no significant loss of material during pile formation.  Ongoing refinement of this 

as a method and control will be incorporated in future considerations and reviews.  Given the level of risk involved 

these need to be specified now rather than after planning permission is granted. 

6.2.14.  In addition, when working in close proximity to the River Severn, appropriate management of construction 

materials and borehole arisings would be considered and included in the method statements to mitigate against 

risks of direct loss to surface water.  i.e.  measures not confirmed. 

7.1.1.  Recommended environmental, health and safety measures are included in Table 6-1 for each active risk 

scenario, where appropriate.  They are not. 

7.1.6.  Pollution scenario 1 is applicable to the Shelton Rough River Severn Viaduct, as the proposed piling works for 

all structures have the potential to penetrate into the Glacial Sand and Gravel unit; which is in hydraulic continuity 

with the bedrock and Principal aquifer.  The current precautionary likelihood, assessed conservatively, of the Source – 

Pathway – Receptor (SPR) linkage occurring is very low and the risk low.  The results of ongoing and future GI work 

are required to further characterise the ground conditions in this area. 

7.1.8.  Pollution scenario 7 is active as the proposed piling works have the potential to generate suspended solids 

within the superficial deposits (increasing groundwater turbidity) at the drill site; which, if proximal to a well-
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developed fissure/fracture network linked to the PWS abstraction, may adversely impact the PWS source.  The 

requisite 10 m standoff imposed to all works is considered to significantly minimise the likelihood of impact at the 

PWS to very low.  Despite the overall low risk grading, given the sensitivity of the PWS and stringent regulatory 

turbidity limits, it would be prudent to recommend additional assurance through 24/7 online turbidity monitoring 

within strategically located observation boreholes.  Details of the monitoring are not included. 

7.1.9.  The proposed piling technique will be reviewed again at detailed design with potential risks to water 

quality associated with increased turbidity assessed.  Given the level of risk involved these need to be specified now 

rather than after planning permission is granted. 

7.2.2.  It is the intention of WSP that an appropriate monitoring and contingency plan will be developed in 

conjunction with STWL to ensure that the proposals provide an appropriate level of assurance for all parties given 

the sensitivity of the abstractions and stringent turbidity limits.  These discussions are on-going;  Given the level of 

risk involved these need to be specified now rather than after planning permission is granted. 

7.2.11.  A trigger value should be assigned that is based on risk to the receptor.  This is not straightforward.  Given 

the level of risk involved these need to be specified now rather than after planning permission is granted. 

7.2.13.  If the agreed turbidity trigger criteria is breached at one or all monitoring locations, the values are put into 

context with the piling works activities, as well as external factors such as weather conditions/recharge events.  An 

appropriate contingency plan/protocol will be developed in consultation with STWL and the Environment Agency 

prior to commencement of piling works for implementation in this scenario.  Given the level of risk involved these 

need to be specified now rather than after planning permission is granted. 

Appendix 10.4 INTERIM BOREHOLE DECOMMISSIONING PLAN 

No comments 

Appendix 10.5 INTERIM BASELINE WATER QUALITY CONSTRUCTION MONITORING STRATEGY 

No comments 

Chapter 17 

Note that this report is not described as an ‘interim’ report, it is clear that further information is required to make 

the conclusions robust.  Given the criticality of the risks and the need for these to be properly assessed in the 

planning process, it is our view that the proposed approach of updating the reports after the planning decision is 

inadequate.  Statements in this report that show that the assessment is not complete are listed below: 

17.1.4 Extreme flooding in early 2020 and the current Covid-19 situation has had an impact on the GI 
completed to date for the Proposed Scheme.  The Applicant acknowledges that there are areas 
along the route alignment that require additional GI to further understand ground conditions and 
potential risks to environmentally sensitive receptors as well as better informing detailed 
designs at some locations.  A Phase 4 GI is scheduled (early 2021) to refine understanding of 
ground conditions and collect enhanced monitoring data (groundwater level, quality and flow) at 
specific areas along the Proposed Scheme alignment.  All data collected in Phase 4 will be assessed 
at subsequent stages, including the detailed design, of the project with risks to receptors and 
mitigations being subject to review and update accordingly 

17.1.5 The Detailed Quantitative Risk Assessment, entailing risk from major petrol spills at or near 
Holyhead Road Roundabout, has been undertaken on a very precautionary basis.  This finds that 
the impacts would be Moderate Adverse (significant).  This assessment will be reviewed following 
Phase 4 GI (scheduled to be undertaken early 2021) and if the predicted hydrogeological regime is 
corroborated, or found to be more favourable than assumed, then the reassessed effect is likely to 
be downgraded.  As outlined above, we do not agree that the assessments presented are 
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precautionary. 

17.1.7 Additional GI to further characterise the ground conditions in the area for piling, including the 
installation of sentinel monitoring wells for turbidity monitoring for continuous 24/7 online 
monitoring. 

17.5.10 Extreme flooding in early 2020 and the current Covid-19 situation has had some impact on the GI 
completed to date for the scheme.  The Applicant acknowledges that there are areas along the 
route alignment that require additional GI to further understand ground conditions and 
potential risks to environmentally sensitive receptors as well as better informing detailed 
scheme designs at some locations.  A Phase 4 GI is scheduled (early 2021) to refine understanding 
of ground conditions and collect enhanced monitoring data (groundwater level, quality and flow) 
at specific areas along the route alignment.  All data collected in Phase 4 will be assessed at 
subsequent stages, including the detailed design, of the project with risks to receptors and 
mitigations being subject to review and updated accordingly. 

17.5.11 Significant aspects of the outstanding GI (Phase 4) concern critical design features 
geotechnically and hydrogeologically and on this basis, precautionary assumptions and 
assessments have been made to groundwater receptors that may be directly and/or indirectly 
affected by the Proposed Scheme.  As this data becomes available (post-submission of this ES) the 
Applicant will re-engage with key stakeholders and the EA to discuss risks to receptors and 
mitigations.  As outlined above, we do not agree that the assessments presented are 
precautionary and, given the risks involved, these details need to be agreed with stakeholders 
before the application is submitted not after approval is granted. 

17.6.51 The groundwater monitoring strategy is ongoing and it should be noted that due to extreme 
flooding in early 2020 and the current Covid-19 situation, a Phase 4 GI is scheduled (early 2021) to 
refine understanding of ground conditions and collect enhanced monitoring data (groundwater 
level, quality and flow) at specific locations along the Proposed Scheme alignment.  Ongoing and 
additional enhanced monitoring data will be assessed at subsequent stages, including the detailed 
design, of the project with risks to receptors and mitigations being subject to review and updated 
accordingly.  Figure 3 (Appendix 10.1 Interim Baseline Contamination Study Report) identifies GI 
locations that are completed to date over the entire Proposed Scheme length and those proposed 
for early 2021. 

17.9.1 Extreme flooding in early 2020 and the current Covid-19 situation has had some impact on the GI 
completed to date for the scheme.  WSP acknowledge that there are areas along the route 
alignment that require additional GI to further understand ground conditions and potential risks 
to environmentally sensitive receptors as well as better informing detailed scheme designs at 
some locations.  A Phase 4 GI is scheduled (early 2021) to refine understanding of ground 
conditions and collect enhanced monitoring data (groundwater level, quality and flow) at specific 
areas along the route alignment.  All data collected in Phase 4 will be assessed at subsequent 
stages, including the detailed design, of the 

17.10.41 Given that the Phase 4 GI (scheduled early 2021) is outstanding, the aforementioned risks to 
groundwater receptors from cuttings and associated dewatering activities during construction will 
be assessed at subsequent stages, including the detailed design, of the project as the data 
becomes available.  Risks to receptors and mitigations will be subject to review and updated 
accordingly 

17.10.131 Infiltration Basin 8 is proposed as an infiltration basins subject to further feasibility evaluation.  At 
detailed design, when the Phase 4 GI (scheduled early 2021) becomes available, it will be 
ascertained whether infiltration is plausible, and this evaluation is scheduled for completion mid-
2021 (post-submission of this ES).  Further assessments will be undertaken at detailed design as 
more information becomes available but a qualitative assessment has been undertaken in the 
Drainage Network Water Quality Assessment (Appendix 17.4).  Considering that the location of 
Infiltration Basin 8 (approximate chainage 6800m) is not in a sensitive groundwater environment 
and will be located upon Glacial Till (Gravel Clay (see Section 17.6.24)), the risk to groundwater is 
expected to be insignificant at this stage. 

17.10.134 Where potential groundwater flows could emerge as a result of the installation of retaining wall 
structures on site, a risk of groundwater flooding remains.  Given that the Phase 4 GI (scheduled 
early 2021) is outstanding, the aforementioned risks relating to groundwater flooding will 
assessed at subsequent stages (including detailed design) of the project as the data becomes 
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available.  Risk and mitigations will be subject to review and updated accordingly. 

17.11.8 The completion of the Phase 4 GI works is required to provide further information on ground 
conditions and collect enhanced monitoring data (groundwater level, quality and flow) at specific 
areas along the route alignment.  All data collected in Phase 4 will be assessed at subsequent 
stages, including the detailed design, of the project with risks to receptors and mitigations being 
subject to review and updated accordingly.  Phase 4 GI data will provide further support to the 
assessments completed supporting this Chapter.  Accordingly, there would be further 
engagement with key stakeholders as project designs/assessments are 
reviewed/amended/progressed. 

17.12.9 Where changes to groundwater flow pathways due to below ground structures (i.e.  retaining wall) 
extending below the groundwater table and forming groundwater flow barriers may potentially 
increase pore water pressures, the risk of groundwater flooding remains.  Given that extreme 
flooding in early 2020 and the current Covid-19 situation has had some impact on the GI completed 
to date for the scheme, a Phase 4 GI is scheduled early 2021.  The Phase 4 GI (will collect additional 
ground conditions and enhanced monitoring data (including groundwater level, quality and flow) 
at specific areas along the route alignment.  A programme of pre-construction and construction 
phase monitoring is also proposed (Appendix 10.5 Baseline Water Quality and Construction 
Monitoring).  Taken that further GI will be completed ahead of construction, and a programme for 
groundwater level monitoring is proposed, the residual effects will reduce from Slight Adverse to 
Negligible Adverse.  We do not agree that the current assessments are precautionary. 

 

In addition, an apparently critically important Appendix (10.2) has not been made publicly available.  There is no 

indication of the contents of the report apart from the fact that it contains some information from Severn Trent 

Water.  We have therefore assessed the submission on the basis of the information that is available to us and 

assumed that anything not available was not carried out. 

17.1.2.  This list of Essential Mitigation measures omits a management plan for the drainage network which needs to 

be able to guarantee that the lining of the Basin 4 and 5 drainage networks is maintained to be impermeable in 

perpetuity.  Trigger levels and resultant actions need to be agreed in advance so that it is clear that using this 

‘monitor and mitigate’ approach is acceptable to the Environment Agency and Severn Trent Water.   

17.1.3 As outlined in our comments on Appendix 17.1, the residual impacts have been understated and should 

include: 

• High W.  Embankment Groundworks – Very Large Significance due to proximity of Permo-Triassic Sandstone 

water table to proposed re profiling levels in Shelton Bank (i.e.  within SPZ2) 

• Risk to groundwater during a major event (during either construction or operational phases) should be a 

Major impact of Very Large Significance 

• The risk from spillage into the drainage network on Holyhead roundabout during operation is stated to be 

zero.  However, this relies on the lining of the drainage network being maintained to be impermeable in 

perpetuity.  How can the applicant guarantee this? 

• The risks to groundwater are stated throughout the report to be temporary and short term – yet it is well 

established (e.g.  Environment Agency, 2017) that, once polluted, groundwater may take years or decades to 

clean up.  There is no justification for the statement that these impacts will be short term and temporary 

presented in any of the material submitted with the planning application.  Note that there is inconsistency in 

the description used, with some text saying only short term (the majority of the text in Chapter 17) while 

other text says short to medium term (e.g.  17.10.33). 

17.1.6  This conclusion ignores the following statement from the dispersivity modelling ‘Therefore, the river can only 

be significantly impacted downstream meaning that up to 10% of the resource to the STWL Shelton groundwater 

sources could be potentially impacted by such a scenario.’  This important conclusion has been omitted from the 

assessment of risk throughout the report. 
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17.1.7 This does not specify how the integrity of the drainage network will be monitored and maintained. 

Table 17.1 details consultation with Severn Trent Water (STWL) and the Environment Agency since 2020.  However, 

the discussions between the Applicant and these organisations on this scheme since 2005 should be included.  This 

would make it clear how consistent the Environment Agency in particular has been in its recommendation that 

alternatives to the route and road design in SPZ1 should be considered.  Note that Chapter 5 (Approach to 

Environmental Statement) includes a reference to an Appendix (1.2) containing STWL’s response to the scoping 

document but this was not provided. 

Table 17-2 - Elements scoped out of the assessment  

Hencott Pool – the justification refers to a ‘localised perched water system’ but there is no cross reference to 

where this is evidenced: reading Chapter 17 (3.4.10) it appears that this is contained in Appendix 10.2 

(confidential report) and so is not currently available to public scrutiny.  Given the RAMSAR (Habitats 

Directive) status of the site, the precautionary principle requires the preparation of the fullest possible 

scientific evaluation, the determination, as far as possible, of the degree of scientific uncertainty.  The general 

level of information provided in the planning submission regarding the conceptual model of Hencott Pools 

area is very weak.  (See Objection 7.3 above). 

Impacts of the operational phase on Hencott Pool was also scoped out of the assessment but air quality 

impacts on designated sites were included in Appendix 8.21. 

17.5.3 Desk study.  This does not include a literature review to collate information regarding the geology of the area.  

There are important papers and information that have been missed in this process.   

17.5.5 The ‘geological’ walkover survey (22 July 2019) does not appear to have identified important geological 

features in the area – from the description it appears to be merely to inspect the existing boreholes.  The applicant 

seems to have been remarkably incurious about the stability of the existing ground conditions: The 

geomorphological assessment of summer 2020 (17.5.7) seems to have been the first to recognise the instability of 

the Shelton Bank area and this was only carried out because the Environment Agency requested it.  This chapter 

does not reference the fact that the Shelton Bank area is ‘notably unstable’ according to the geomorphological 

assessment.  This is a highly significant feature for the water environment as the instability should drive a 

geotechnical assessment which will need to integrate geotechnical and water information. 

17.6.10 Hencott Pool.  Given the requirement to apply the precautionary principle when assessing potential impacts 

on Habitats Directive sites, the statement ‘The hydrological regime at the designated site is in part sustained by a 

perched water table associated with a localised Glacial Till deposit.  The Proposed Scheme does not transect Glacial 

Till, or any overlying drift deposits in the immediate vicinity of the Ramsar site/SSSI.’  is not an adequate re-assurance 

of no impact.  More detail needs to be provided including geological cross sections between the pool and the road 

annotated with groundwater levels.  See Objection 7.3 above. 

17.6.11 ‘approximately 100m upstream of the proposed Shelton Rough River Severn Viaduct’  - the figure given 

elsewhere is 70m.  Given that the dispersivity modelling showed pollution moving up to 40 m upstream after a spill, 

the difference is significant and the correct (70 m) number should be used. 

17.6.16 Geology – as discussed, the Leapfrog geological block model has not been made available for review and, as 

a result, the presentation of geological information in the publicly available reports is inadequate: Further cross 

sections perpendicular to those presented are needed in order to understand the 3D nature of the superficial 

deposits. 
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17.6.24 onwards, as discussed under comments on Chapter 10, the discussion of the glacial deposits is inadequate as 

it omits any mention of the depositional environment: this information is crucial for interpreting the distribution and 

likely properties of the strata.   

17.6.32/17.6.36 There is no real discussion of the direction of groundwater flow within the Permo-Triassic Sandstone 

aquifer (apart from saying that they are likely to be affected by Severn Trent Water’s abstractions).  This information 

is an essential part of the conceptual model and is needed in order to understand potential contaminant movement 

directions.  It should be presented and discussed. 

17.6.34 The discussion of groundwater flow directions in the superficial deposits is very general – there has been a 

major SI with data collected on groundwater levels at many sites – this needs to be presented and the implications 

discussed.  See Objection 7.4 above. 

17.6.35 No clear presentation of the information discussed to allow the validity of these interpretations to be 

assessed. 

17.6.37 It is clear from 17.6.40 that this is not just ‘anecdotal evidence’ as this later paragraph says that there is a 

downwards hydraulic gradient from the river to the Permo-Triassic sandstone and the geological cross section 

presented shows that the intervening strata will allow groundwater flow.  The amount of water in the Shelton 

Boreholes that is sourced by induced recharge from the river is a key number in the risk assessment and should be 

constrained by groundwater modelling.  The Environment Agency requested that groundwater modelling be carried 

out as part of the scoping request but this does not appear to have been carried out.  Alloisio S & Shepley M G 2002 

(quoted elsewhere by WSP) suggests that 20% of the resource in the Alberbury groundwater management unit is 

from induced recharge.  The Environment Agency has recently extended the East Shropshire groundwater model to 

include the Alberbury groundwater management unit and the results of this exercise should be available now.   

Table 17-6 This is a summary rather than an adequate presentation of the groundwater level information.  

Groundwater levels vary in 3D and in time – this variation can be used to inform the conceptual model and thus 

make the assessment more robust – essential given the criticality of the risks.  More presentation and analysis is 

needed. 

17.6.39 ‘Localised perched and discontinuous groundwaters are present’  This requires more information to be 

presented and analysed so that the risk that the proposed excavations will encounter such groundwater levels can 

be assessed.  Table 17-7 presents min, max and average levels but requires the reader to cross reference to location 

figures in a different report.  17.6.41 says that they are at 65 mAOD but does not clearly show how this varies in 

space and time.  17.6.42 shows that groundwater levels above ground level are present in places but does not 

highlight whether this is close to the road alignment or not. 

Table 17-11 – Again there is no attempt to synthesise this information into a format where it can contribute to the 

risk assessment.  The results show the sands to be reasonably permeable and therefore a clear pathway for 

pollution.  How do these values vary in 3D and what are the implications for the risk assessment?  It is also not clear 

how these have been used. 

17.6.52/17.10.21/17.10.118/Table 17-3 ‘the superficial deposits have low permeability characteristics’  Table 17-11 

shows that the glacial sands and sands/gravels are reasonably permeable and, as these comprise the majority of the 

sequences shown in the geological cross section, this statement is therefore incorrect and the resultant implications 

for the risk assessment are understated.  Likewise in 17.6.32/17.6.39/17.10.38/17.10.52, although referring to the 

glacial till that occurs near the surface, there is no analysis to show whether this would be penetrated by the 

proposed excavations and therefore which glacial strata are involved. 

17.6.67 ‘Noteworthy areas of surface water flood risk are discussed in Appendix 17.2 FRA’  Section 6.2 of that report 

does discuss surface water flooding but does not discuss the potential interaction of flooding from shallow 
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groundwater and surface water flooding which, given the nature of the strata (particularly in the western parts of 

the scheme where shallow groundwater levels are widely reported) is likely to be significant.  Th 

17.6.71 ‘the risk of groundwater flooding is considered minor and is likely to have no additional impact’ This uses the 

fact that here are no reports of groundwater flooding to justify ignoring the evidence presented that shallow 

groundwater levels are close to ground level in many places and the groundwater risk assessment data saying that 

groundwater flooding is high risk.  This risk cannot be ignored and the implications must be assessed and mitigated 

for the scheme to go ahead.  There is no discussion about whether these areas coincide with planned cuttings – they 

do!  See Objection 7.4 above). 

17.6.75 If climate change causes groundwater levels to rise then the risk of groundwater flooding will only get worse. 

17.8 There is no discussion in the methodology section on the use of groundwater modelling.  This was specifically 

requested by the Environment Agency in its response to the scoping request.   

17.8.5 ‘the potential effects from localised excavations’  the risks associated with the proposed re-profiling of Shelton 

Bank are incorrectly scoped out in Table 5-13 (see discussion on this below). 

17.8.6 The risk of groundwater flooding has been under stated and a comprehensive conceptual model of the 

interaction of shallow groundwater and surface water flood risk on the excavations (mainly in the western parts of 

the scheme but also around Ellesmere road roundabout Attenuation Basin 8) needs to be developed to form the 

basis of this assessment.  See Objection 7.4 above. 

17.8.13 The impacts of the scheme on the Hencott Pool RAMSAR site needs to be more comprehensive to comply 

with the requirements of the precautionary principle.  See Objection 9.3 above. 

17.8.20 As discussed above, the risk of groundwater flooding has been understated and needs a more 

comprehensive assessment.  See Objection 7.4 above. 

17.8.25 The risks to Hencott Pool GWDTE also need to be considered under the WFD assessment and the overall 

level of information and analysis presented on this subject needs to be increased to comply with the requirements of 

the precautionary principle.  See Objection 7.3 above. 

Table 17-13 understates the sensitivity of Bicton Brook which should be Very High as it is upstream of the Shelton 

intake works.  Likewise Oxon Ditch should be set to Medium/High due to its presence upstream of Oxon pool (which 

should also be High as it is a Local Wildlife site).  Note that the impact of the proposed development on the West 

Shrewsbury Sustainable Urban Extension has not be assessed.  This site has outline planning permission and is 

currently going through the planning process.  The table also does not include Hencott Pool RAMSAR site which 

should be set as Very High (see Objection 7.3 above).  Changes in Sensitivity need to carry through into the 

assessment of effects in Tables 17-14/15 etc. 

17.9.1 Assumptions and Limitations.  In this document we have identified a wide range of weaknesses and 

inadequacies in the assessment that are not listed in this section. 

17.10.2 There is no assessment of the effect of collecting polluted water in temporary basins – leakage of 

contaminated water to groundwater is a key risk identified for the drainage network, particularly in SPZ1/2 and this 

needs to be carried through to the construction risk assessment. 

17.10.26/27 – there is no evidence presented to justify the statement that the fissures are likely to be predominantly 

sub-horizontal.  See discussion of 3.4.9 in Appendix 17.1 below. 

17.10.33 see discussion above (17.1.3) regarding the use of the terms such as ‘temporary, short to medium term’ to 

describe an impact that is likely to be long term if not permanent. 
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17.10.35/36 There is no clear presentation of the conceptual model of the shallow groundwater systems and the risk 

of groundwater flooding in these cuttings.  Table 17-18 presents an average groundwater level for each cutting but 

does not explain how this average was derived.  The maximum groundwater level (particularly in shallow 

piezometers) is more relevant than the averages presented here which do not give a true picture of the risk (See 

Objection 7.4 above). 

17.10.38/39 – these cuttings are permanent features and therefore this will be a permanent effect rather than the 

short term effect claimed here. 

17.10.40 Changes in the shallow groundwater levels can have an impact on the rate of recharge to the underlying 

Permo-Triassic sandstone.  This needs to be assessed.  See Objection 7.1 Reason 1.7 above). 

17.10.52 The risk associated with the re-profiling of Shelton Bank which will involve working within a few metres of 

the aquifer system that supplies the Shelton public water supply boreholes is significantly understated in 

Appendix 17.1 and the summary provided here is misleading.  Again, stating that this effect will be ‘short term’ is 

misleading. 

17.10.63 This acknowledges that a spillage affecting Bicton Brook could affect the Shelton water intake – therefore 

this brook should be assessed as Very High Sensitivity.  It is not clear from the discussion presented here that the 

risks via this stream have been properly quantified. 

17.10.76 This needs to discuss the implications of these reductions on Oxon Pool Local Wildlife site. 

Table 17-22 Note that some impacts are described as being both short term and permanent – how can this be? 

17.10.89 Figure A-8 in Annex A of Appendix 17.2 shows increased velocities downstream against the western bank of 

the river downstream of the scheme.  This contradicts the conclusions presented in this paragraph. 

17.10.118 as discussed previously, the majority of the overlying glacial deposits are not low permeability and the 

geological cross section provided shows at least one location at which there are no low permeability deposits at any 

point in the sequence.  The implied reduction in aquifer vulnerability is not supported by the data submitted. 

17.10.122 again the claim that the impact will be ‘temporary and short term’ is not justified. 

17.10.123 This summary of the dispersivity modelling fails to properly summarise the consequent risk to 

groundwater.  The discussion under 5.8.4 below draws attention to the phrase  up to 10% of the resource to the 

STWL Shelton groundwater sources could be potentially impacted by such a scenario.  This highly significant risk 

needs to be brought out here. 

17.10.127 The mitigation of lining the drainage network and attenuation basins needs to be maintained in perpetuity 

for this risk to be properly dismissed in the way in which it is here.  How realistic is this?  The risk assessment has not 

shown how significant (or not) the failure of the lining will be and so it is not possible to assess the implications of 

such a failure.  Given the very high sensitivity of the receptors the precautionary principle (Environment Agency, 

2017) requires ‘the fullest possible scientific evaluation, the determination, as far as possible, of the degree of 

scientific uncertainty’.  This has not been carried out. 

17.10.132 onwards All of these construction-related risks need to be stated to be permanent rather than short term. 

17.10.137.  This statement is not justified by any evidence.  The scheme involves substantial changes to the surface 

water and shallow groundwater regime and this could potentially affect the rate of recharge.  Given that the 

groundwater body water balance is assessed under the WFD as being in deficit and the water body being at Poor 

status, any reductions in recharge would cause a deterioration under the WFD. 

17.11.4 See criticisms of the CEMP (Appendix 3.1) above. 
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17.11.12  ‘Sentinel observation boreholes (Appendix 10.3 PWRA) are proposed for turbidity monitoring during the 

construction phase.  These locations are positioned between the western most works (western abutment) and the 

nearest to STWL PWS groundwater abstraction source location (BH1).  An appropriate contingency plan/protocol 

would be developed in consultation with STWL and the EA prior to construction.’  i.e.  it has not been agreed. 

17.11.13/14 In contrast to the information about managing risks to the environment from the construction 

presented in the CEMP, there is little or no discussion about how future risks to the environment during operation of 

the scheme will be managed.  Severn Trent Water’s public water supply borehole needs to be protected in 

perpetuity and a robust management scheme that guarantees this is needed. 

17.12 Residual effects – we have discussed above how many of the risks have been markedly understated and, as a 

result, the residual effects are also understated.  The whole of this section would need to be re-visited in light of the 

comments made above and the changes that have been identified to risk, significance etc carried forward into this 

section. 

17.12.14/15 Says that an emergency response plan will be followed.  What is the mechanism for developing this to 

the satisfaction of all relevant parties (i.e.  Environment Agency and Severn Trent Water) to that will ensure that the 

risks posed by the road to the sensitive water receptors can be managed and mitigated in perpetuity?  There is no 

other mention of this document in the chapter.  Note that the CEMP will not apply during the operational phase. 

17.19.1 ‘This environmental assessment has been based on the current design as shown on the planning application 

drawings, proposed surface water drainage system and watercourse crossings.  If there are any changes to these 

elements of the design, further modelling or assessment may be required and such a commitment has already been 

made in respect of key designs/assessments being reviewed when Phase 4 GI, currently outstanding, is complete.’  

What are these commitments and why is this being made outside the planning system? 

Appendix 17.1: Water Environment Risk Assessment (WERA) 

Note that this report is described as an ‘interim’ report and it is clear that further information is required to make 

the conclusions robust.  Given the criticality of the risks and the need for these to be properly assessed in the 

planning process, it is our view that the proposed approach of updating the reports after the planning decision is 

inadequate.  Statements in this report that show that the assessment is not complete are listed below: 

1.3.4 It should be noted that due to extreme flooding in early 2020 and the current COVID-19 situation, 
the Phase 4 GI has not commenced.  Phase 4 GI site works and final reporting are scheduled to be 
completed in late Spring 2021.  Therefore, relevant parts of this assessment and specific 
supporting documents are deemed interim.  The assessments undertaken are considered as 
robust, with appropriate conservatism applied where required.  Following the results of further GI 
to inform the detailed design and mitigation measures these assessments would be updated and 
would be subject to further key stakeholder engagement.  We do not agree that the assessments 
presented are precautionary. 

1.3.8 The proposed future monitoring includes pre-construction and post construction schedules, with 
the existing and proposed networks including: 

• Incremental development of groundwater monitoring sites have been (and are being) 
selected from completed/remaining GI programmes 

• 23 existing sites and some further sites (to be determined following completion of 
proposed Phase 4 GI) to be constructed and monitored for both groundwater level 
and groundwater quality.  8 of these sites include dual (shallow/deep) installations; 

• It should be noted that during construction some groundwater monitoring sites would 
be lost to the Proposed Scheme and therefore do not feature in the longer-term 
monitoring strategy for the Proposed Scheme; and 

• It should be noted that the five sentinel boreholes (MW1 – MW5), to be constructed 
as part of the Phase 4 GI, would be added to the monitoring network/strategy. 
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5.3.1 Shelton Rough River Severn Viaduct 
At this structure the present predicted safe piling depths and/or the levels of uncertainty 
regarding predicted depths to bedrock (or known depths of drift) present significant challenges 
to the detailed design of piled foundations.  Accordingly, further GI (Phase 4) and/or refinement 
of pile design are required and planned. 
Clayton Way Viaduct. 
At this structure, the present predicted safe piling depth and/or the level of uncertainty regarding 
predicted depths to bedrock (or known depths of drift) does not present any significant challenges 
to the design of piled foundations.  Despite this, further GI (Phase 4) and possible refinement of 
scheme pile design are planned 

Table 5-3 Basin 8 Until further GI is undertaken it is not feasible to undertake an appropriate HEWRAT 
assessment for this Infiltration Basin 

5.5.12 The exception to this concerns outflow from Infiltration Basin 8 and here the assessment 
undertaken is analogous to the HEWRAT methodology except currently all requisite details of the 
existing outfall and receptor channel to undertake such an assessment in full are not available and 
a survey (via Phase 4 GI) is proposed to enable further assessment before detailed design 

Table 5-8 Infiltration Basin 8 specific Further assessment to be undertaken at detailed design following 
completion of Phase 4 GI scheduled to be undertaken early 2021  
Ellesmere Road Roundabout drainage survey Undertake survey of existing drainage system 
All piling works  Further GI & detailed design/methods review plus Key Stakeholder liaison. 

6.5.1 This report highlights that Phase 4 of the GI has not yet commenced and some aspects of design 
have not been advanced beyond a preliminary stage.  This situation particularly arises in several 
key areas of the Proposed Scheme and none more so than in the area between A5 Holyhead 
Road Roundabout and the eastern abutment associated with the Shelton Rough River Severn 
Viaduct and is particularly relevant regarding the proposed foundation piling works for the 
viaduct 

6.5.2 Accordingly, where proposed GI remains outstanding at sensitive locations , current assessments 
have been made on a precautionary (sometimes an extreme precautionary) basis to ensure that 
when the outstanding GI is completed and existing/future designs and impact assessments are 
reviewed/refined, there is appropriate engagement with key stakeholders, including the 
Environment Agency and STWL, going forward.  A commitment has been made to ensure that as 
the Proposed Scheme advances there will be further engagement with these key stakeholders at 
each significant stage of the Proposed Scheme, going forward.   
As outlined above, we do not agree that the assessments presented are precautionary. 
What are the commitments that have been made and why are these being made outside of the 
planning system? 

7.1.8 The fully planned GI for this project has not been completed due to major flooding in the 
Shrewsbury area (February 2020) and subsequent restrictions associated with the COVID-19 
pandemic.  Accordingly, there are some gaps in the geological/geotechnical data and in some 
instances critical, geotechnically based, design aspects for the project have only been advanced 
to a preliminary stage and related impact assessments have correspondingly been conducted in 
the absence of ideal baseline information.  A Phase 4 GI is scheduled to be undertaken early 2021. 

7.1.13 Using the interim PWRA the construction of the western abutment/pier to the Shelton Roughs 
River Severn Viaduct is assessed to give a moderate significance of effect.  This outcome is derived 
following application of very precautionary principles for reasons already outlined.  If our current 
interpretation/understanding of the hydrogeological regime at this location is corroborated 
following the remaining GI, and monitoring/action plan protocols are developed/implemented at 
the proposed sentinel boreholes, we expect to conclude a lesser (not significant) significance of 
impact.  As outlined above, we do not agree that the assessments presented are precautionary. 

7.1.10. All available geological/hydrogeological data from all project GI, BGS records and STWL Shelton 
area data has been collated into a bespoke project geological block model (LeapFrog) to inform 
project related impact assessments.  It is intended to update the block model with remaining GI 
data, once the outstanding surveys and factual reporting are completed, together with STWL 
Hencott area data. 

7.1.11 In terms of issues/constraints connected with the current status of GI are most significant in 
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respect of designs/assessments for the piled foundations for the piers/abutments to the Shelton 
Rough River Severn Viaduct.  Accordingly, maximum pile depths have been predicted for each pier 
location to ensure the base of piles are completed within drift deposits and provide a minimum 
standoff of 10m to the top of the underlying bedrock sandstone.  Given the current level of GI the 
predicted depths to bedrock at each pile entail varying degrees of uncertainty and accordingly 
uncertainty allowances have been deducted from the maximum pile depth to produce 
corresponding safe pile depths given current knowledge.  Forward designs for the piles must 
operate within standoff limits also allowing for any uncertainty. 

7.1.12 Impact assessments in accordance DMRB LA 11313 methodology have been undertaken, adopting 
a precautionary approach where appropriate, for example: 

• The sensitivity/importance of some water environment receptors has been uplifted when 
compared to DMRB default criteria (see Table 3-5 for details); 

• Precautionary (sometimes very precautionary) assumptions have been applied when 
risk/impact assessments have been conducted in the absence of ideal GI data being 
available and/or key design aspects for the Proposed Scheme have only been advanced to 
a preliminary level. 

As outlined above, we do not agree that the assessments presented are precautionary. 

7.1.14 Accordingly, where current assessments have been made on a precautionary (sometimes an 
extremely precautionary) basis, this aims to ensure that when outstanding GI is completed and 
existing/future designs and impact assessments are reviewed/refined there is full engagement 
with key stakeholders, including the EA and STWL, going forward.  A commitment has been made 
to ensure that as the Proposed Scheme advances there will be further engagement with these 
key stakeholders at each significant stage of the Proposed Scheme, going forward.   
As outlined above, we do not agree that the assessments presented are precautionary. 
What are the commitments that have been made and why are these being made outside of the 
planning system? 

7.1.15 Additionally, there is a commitment to consider additional design modifications to the proposed 
Shelton Rough River Severn Viaduct to further reduce risks and formulation of appropriate 
emergency procedures associated with the Proposed Scheme more generally 
What are the commitments that have been made and why are these being made outside of the 
planning system? 

 

1.3.6/3.4.10 The data listed as coming from STWL includes ‘investigations of two nearby water dependent SSSI 

including Hencott Pool SSSI (also a component site to a wider Ramsar designation) and the Old River Bed SSSI.’  And 

the wetland regime is also partially sustained by perched groundwater associated with the Glacial Till Deposits 

present in the area.  Investigations confirmed the perched aquifer regime at the site.  This is stated to be not 

connected to the underlying Permo-Triassic Sandstone but this information is not sufficient to support the claim that 

the road will not have an effect: for a Habitats Directive site the precautionary principle requires the preparation of 

the fullest possible scientific evaluation, the determination, as far as possible, of the degree of scientific uncertainty.  

The general level of information provided in the planning submission regarding the conceptual model of Hencott 

Pools area is very weak.  See Objection 7.3 above. 

3.1.2 ‘All pertinent geological and hydrogeological data have been used to populate a project Block Model’  As 

discussed above, the geological interpretation as failed to carry out an adequate literature survey or a meaningful 

site geological walkover survey to better understand the glacial geology. 

3.4.9 Two key elements of the conceptual model of the Shelton sources include: 

• A significant proportion (20%) of the water at the boreholes may be induced recharge from the River Severn 

– this is relevant to the risk that contaminated surface water could affect the boreholes. 

• The boreholes are directly fed from fissures.  4.1.13 states that ‘The degree/extent of fissure connectivity 

within the sandstone is unknown.’  4.1.14 states that it is unlikely that the fissures will be vertical due to the 

lack of folding.  However, there are very major faults in the sandstone to the north and south of the site and 
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there is a very deep glacially excavated channel in the immediate vicinity of the site which is likely to have 

involved very significant changes in the stress field within the sandstone and thus the potential  

Table 3-6 - Main Proposed Scheme Elements and Water Environment Receptors to be Assessed – sites linked to 

Hencott Pool have been uplifted from Medium to High.  Given the RAMSAR status of the pool this should be Very 

High.  See more discussion under Objection 7.3 above. 

4.1.3 ‘Groundwater mediated pathways often entail tortuous, complicated settings and can be difficult to visualise’  

Hence the lack of presentation of a 3D geological model is a particularly important gap in the data presented. 

4.1.5 (and following paragraphs) The sub divisions of the shallow geology presented by WSP/Shropshire Council 

make no attempt to incorporate any conceptual understanding of the underlying processes that gave rise to these 

formations in order to justify the interpolation between boreholes (See Objection 7.2 above).  There is also no 

surface geophysics to assess the variations between boreholes.  This is a fundamental weakness of the model.   

4.1.12 ‘Cross sections have been prepared perpendicular to and at intervals of 200m along the entire length of the 

Proposed Scheme (from chainage 0m to 6800m)’.  These are not presented in any of the planning submission 

reports. 

4.1.15 ‘Accordingly, in the unlikely event that fissure connectivity exists between the proposed scheme and STWL 

PWS groundwater abstraction sources.’  No evidence has been presented to justify this important conclusion. 

5.2.2 The risk of interception of shallow groundwater has been poorly assessed (See Objection 7.1 reason 1.7 and 

Objection 7.2 above). 

5.3.5  Discussing the proposed piling work the report states ‘The outputs suggest detailed design challenges may well 

occur in connection with a number of the piled structures for the viaduct.’ 

5.5.7 The initial design proposals for drainage basins include full impermeable lining for Attenuation Basins 4 and 5 

(Drainage Strategy).  Accordingly, no assessments concerning risks to the underlying groundwater environment from 

Proposed Scheme operations is undertaken for these specific basins.  Though, at present, the Drainage Strategy only 

includes for lining of inflow/outflow ditches to/from Attenuation Basin 4 and not Attenuation Basin 5.  This 

demonstrates inconsistency between different documents submitted -again a sign of the rushed and premature 

nature of the submission. 

5.5.8.  ‘It is envisaged all attenuation basins will be ‘dry’ under normal operational conditions’  This is inconsistent 

with Appendix 17.4: Drainage Network Water Quality Assessment which suggests that Catchments A1 (Basin 2), A3 

(Basin 1) and E1 (Basin 7) should have permanently wet ponds.  This is further noted in Table 5-3 and 5-8 which state 

that these basins need to be wet to mitigate initially assessed failures. 

5.5.8 No detail is provided of the proposed lining of Basins 4 and 5.  Although a footnote to Table 5-8 states ‘Any 

lined basin or drain to be built to a specification requested by the EA requiring an engineered liner equivalent to 1m 

of clay with a permeability of <1x10-9 m/s’.  The practical feasibility of this within the proposed design has not been 

demonstrated. 

5.6.1 An assessment has been undertaken considering a spillage event on the highway, such as a fuel tanker collision 

and associated spill at (or in proximity to) Holyhead Road Roundabout (within SPZ1 at approximate chainage 2000m) 

which may cause a significant pollution event to groundwater and surface water receptors.  The scenarios assessed 

are in accordance with requests made by and discussions with the EA.  As discussed under Objection 7.1 we have 

shown that the assessment of risk presented in this report is markedly understated. 

5.6.2.  The assessments [which assessments? It is not clear what is referred to and where these are located in the 

documents] have concluded that there is a low risk to the utilised groundwater resource (Principal aquifer, 
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groundwater abstractions and river intake).  As discussed under Objection 7.1 we have shown that the assessment of 

risk presented in this report is markedly understated. 

5.8 RIVER TO GROUNDWATER RELATED RISK ASSESSMENTS 

5.8.4 The Dispersion Modelling assessment (see Section 5.7 and Appendix A) demonstrates no possibility of significant 

upstream advection/dispersion of pollutants beyond the proposed Shelton Rough River Severn Viaduct.  Therefore, 

the river can only be significantly impacted downstream meaning that up to 10% of the resource to the STWL 

Shelton groundwater sources could be potentially impacted by such a scenario.  i.e.  there is potential for a spill 

into the river to pollute the Shelton borehole public water supply.  This significant risk is omitted from any further 

discussion in the report. 

The potential for spillages into the Bicton Brook to reach the Shelton water intake are downplayed due to the 

‘emergency interceptions and remedial actions can be made along the A5 ditch and several kilometres of the Bicton 

Brook before the River Severn is reached’  Given the potential significance of a spillage upstream of the Shelton 

intake (and potential impact on the public water supply boreholes that take ~20% of their water from the river) this 

type of qualitative re-assurance is not adequate considering the potentially major impacts and the sensitivity of the 

brook should be set to Very High.  This would have knock on effects on the assessed significance in Tables 5-14, 5-16, 

5-18, 6-2, 6-4, 6-6 (uplifting significance to Moderate or Large). 

Section 5.8 refers to the provisions of the CEMP for ensuring that any emergency spillage would be managed.  

However, the CEMP only applies during the construction period and so this provides no mitigation of the risk during 

the operational phase. 

5.9.7 This monitoring, which also includes surface waters, would be undertaken pre-construction and during 

construction at regular intervals (spatial and temporal) to ascertain any changes to baseline conditions, with the aim 

of rectifying any inadvertent impact to the water environment during the construction period.  If changes are 

recorded, works would be halted in that area and an alternative methodology sought by the Contractor and 

approved by statutory bodies before recommencement of works.  i.e.  there is no Plan B. 

Table 5-13 Significance of Effect - Proposed Scheme pressures affecting groundwater receptors during construction 

High W.  Embankment Groundworks shown as Negligible Impact on bedrock groundwater because ‘works..  remain 

>10.0m above Kinnerton Sandstone Formation (bedrock aquifer) water level.’  However, the viaduct erosion 

protection cross section shows excavation to 51.83 mAOD and Table 3.2 shows average Kinnerton Sandstone 

groundwater level of 49.23 mAOD i.e.  excavation to only 2.6 m above water table on average and at times less than 

this.  Figure 9.11 below shows approximately the amount of excavation that appears to be implied by the limited 

information provided by the applicant.  This suggests that the excavation not only works much closer to the Permo-

Triassic Sandstone groundwater (including the well connected overlying basal sands) but also removes a significant 

amount of the relatively low permeability (sandy silt) material within SPZ2.  The magnitude of impact should 

therefore be Major and, using Table 5-12, the significance should be Very Large.  This should therefore be carried 

over into Table 6-1 (Residual significance of effects). 
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Figure 9.11  Geological cross section with approximate extent of slope re-profiling added (red line) 

Operational risk assessments from Holyhead Roundabout and Attenuation Basin 4 to the Shelton in Table 5-15 and 

5-17 rely entirely on the integrity of lining systems being maintained in perpetuity (i.e.  magnitude of change is given 

as No Change).  Comment is ‘Very precautionary evaluation Appendix 10.2: Confidential’.  With the footnote ‘A very 

precautionary evaluation has been made regarding magnitude of impact to ensure a conservative outcome and a 

need to appropriately review this assessment in light of outstanding/planned GI being forthcoming.’  As discussed in 

Objection 7.1 we disagree that the assessment is precautionary – in fact the level of risk is systematically 

understated.   

5-17 (risk to groundwater during major event) gives magnitude of impact as Minor – but the work in Section 5.8 

concluded that ‘up to 10% of the resource to the STWL Shelton groundwater sources could be potentially impacted by 

such a scenario’.  This would be a Major impact of Very Large Significance (again using Table 5-12).  This should 

therefore be carried over into Table 6-5 (Residual significance of effects). 

Table 6-1/2/3 The missing GI data is repeatedly assumed to result in a lower risk assessment.  As discussed 

throughout this response, the risk assessment is not precautionary and the risks have been systematically under 

stated 

As a result of the above changes, most of the conclusions of Section 6.3 (Significance of Residual effects) and 

Section 7 (Conclusions and recommendations) need to be substantially re-written and the high levels of risk that 

the proposed development represents be more accurately represented. 
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7.1.14/15 – state that, due to the inadequacies of the current GI and the resultant uncertainties/preliminary nature 

of many of the design documents, ‘commitments’ have been made to have further engagement with stakeholders 

and to modify designs accordingly.  What are these commitments and how are they enforced?  Why are these 

commitments being made outside of the planning system. 

Annex B (within the main pdf) contains Leapfrog model outputs for the drainage basin locations. 

Appendix 17.1 Annex B – the orientation of the geological cross section at 2200m is incorrect.  Other figures label 

this west-east. 

Appendix 17.2: Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) 

2.5.3.  The Proposed Scheme would deliver a number of sustainability benefits to local community, as summarised in 

Section 5 of the Planning Statement.   

• Protect and enhance Shrewsbury’s built and natural environment by reducing emissions of CO2 and other 

greenhouse gases and minimising the environmental impact of the Proposed Scheme; 

• supporting sustainable modes of transport 

Given that it will actually increase emissions (see Chapter 9 of WSP/Shropshire Council 2021) we therefore conclude 

that the scheme will be unsustainable.  Likewise, there is no evidence presented to show that the active travel 

measures proposed will make any significant contribution to the needed increases in the use of active travel in the 

area. 

3.1.16.  The Shropshire SFRA33 provides no historical records of groundwater flooding from groundwater sources but 

does provide low resolution mapping of areas susceptible to groundwater flooding.  Shrewsbury is susceptible to 

groundwater flooding and as part of the Proposed Scheme, groundwater levels have been monitored at various 

locations.  It should be noted that due to extreme flooding in early 2020 followed by the current Covid-19 situation 

the Ground Investigation (GI) is incomplete and groundwater monitoring is ongoing.  Given that the area is largely 

agricultural land at present it is not surprising that the there are no reports of groundwater flooding even if it has 

occurred. 

3.1.17.  As the Proposed Scheme passes through land from the A5 Churncote Roundabout to Shelton, the area is 

classed as high susceptibility of groundwater flooding (>75% susceptibility).  From Clayton Way Bridge to the River 

Severn, the land is between 50 to 75% susceptible to groundwater flooding.  The land from the River Severn, across 

the floodplain to Alkmund Park Stream has >75% susceptibility to groundwater flooding.  From Alkmund Park Stream 

to approximately Hencott Stream, the land has Low (25% – 50%) susceptibility to groundwater flooding.  The land 

from Hencott Stream to the A528 Ellesmere Road Roundabout has very low (<25%) susceptibility to groundwater 

flooding. 

3.1.19.  Although groundwater has been found at shallow depths (based on current GI data) there are no recorded 

incidents of groundwater flooding from groundwater sources in the Shropshire SFRA.  Therefore, the risk of 

groundwater flooding is considered minor and should have no additional impact in Shrewsbury.  Groundwater 

flooding may be an issue during construction as the groundwater levels are relatively close to the ground surface and 

construction would involve excavation.   

We do not agree that the risk of groundwater flooding is minor – groundwater level clearly show groundwater levels 

near to and above ground level.  The fact that little groundwater flooding has been reported is a common situation 

as flooding is rarely attributed to groundwater in the field.  Combined with the current agricultural land use this 

means that it is unlikely that groundwater flooding has been a concern to date.  However, the construction of the 

road combined with the Shrewsbury Western Sustainable Urban Extension (currently in the planning process) in an 

area of high groundwater flood risk means that the risk of groundwater flooding must be assessed.  The risk that he 
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cuttings in this area will be permanently below groundwater level have not been adequately demonstrated and 

mitigated.  In Objection 7.4 above we outline how the assessment submitted has systematically understated the risk 

of groundwater flooding. 

Table 4-1 – Proposed highway drainage catchments and associated outfalls 

Attenuation Pond 4 -How will the velocity of water running down a steep, 25 m pipe be managed? 

Ellesmere roundabout Attenuation Pond 8 – propose to infiltrate – See discussion under Objection 7.4 showing that 

the shallow groundwater system has not been adequately assessed in this area and the feasibility of an infiltration 

basin has not been demonstrated. 

6.1.12.  and Figure A-8 implies the scheme will result in increased flood velocities on the southern (right hand) bank 

of the River Severn about 200-400m downstream of the viaduct.  Figure 3-2 of the Geomorphological assessment 

implies that this is already an area of active erosion which will presumably be made worse by the scheme.  However, 

no mitigation is proposed for this impact. 

7.1.2.  Discusses the Exception test- as discussed above, the proposed scheme does not, as claimed, protect and 

enhance Shrewsbury’s built and natural environment nor will it encourage or support sustainable modes of 

transport. 

The summary does not discuss the significant risk of groundwater flooding nor the fact that the scheme will 

increase flood velocities in an area downstream that is already prone to active erosion. 

Appendix 17.3: Water Framework Directive Assessment (WFD) 

Note that, whilst this report is not described as an ‘interim’, it is clear that further information is required to make 

the conclusions robust and there is reference to future versions of the report.  Given the criticality of the risks and 

the need for these to be properly assessed in the planning process, it is our view that the proposed approach of 

updating the reports after the planning decision is inadequate.  Statements in this report that show that the 

assessment is not complete are listed below: 

2.4.4 Due to extreme flooding in early 2020 followed by the current Covid-19 situation, the Phase 4 Ground 
Investigation (GI) has not yet commenced, and therefore, the assessment is not supported by data 
from this phase of the GI programme (due in early 2021). 

4.2.15 Extreme flooding in early 2020 and the current Covid-19 situation has had some impact on the GI 
completed to date for the scheme.  WSP acknowledge that there are areas along the route alignment 
that require additional GI to further understand ground conditions and potential risks to 
environmentally sensitive receptors as well as better informing detailed scheme designs at some 
locations.  A Phase 4 GI is scheduled (early 2021) to refine understanding of ground conditions and 
collect enhanced monitoring data (groundwater level, quality and flow) at specific areas along the 
route alignment.  All data collected in Phase 4 will be assessed at subsequent stages, including the 
detailed design, of the project with risks to receptors and mitigations being subject to review and 
update accordingly. 

Table 6-7 Shropshire Middle Severn – Permo-Triassic Sandstone East Shropshire 
As a result of incomplete GI and certain designs having only been advanced to a preliminary stage 
some initial assessments have been deliberately undertaken on a very precautionary basis.  
Accordingly, some associated impacts have been assessed as significant including those related to 
construction of piles for the River Severn viaduct and extreme accident/spillage scenarios proximal to 
Holyhead Road roundabout.  However, in the light of completed GI and refined design proposals, it is 
expected that updated assessments (to which a commitment has already been made) will conclude 
that corresponding impacts are not significant and deterioration of the groundwater body is not 
anticipated.  As discussed in Objection 7.1 we have shown that the risk of deterioration in 
groundwater body status is potentially significant and needs to be properly assessed. 
The Proposed Scheme does not jeopardise the ability of the water body to achieve Good Status, 
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subject to updated assessments being as anticipated.  As outlined above, we do not agree that the 
assessments presented are precautionary. 
The Proposed Scheme does not interfere with other measures set out in the Severn RBMP for 
achieving WFD objectives, subject to updated assessments being as anticipated.  As outlined above, 
we do not agree that the assessments presented are precautionary. 
The Proposed Scheme does not contribute to achieving WFD objectives (subject to updated 
assessments being as anticipated), however it is not expected to prevent the objectives from being 
achieved.  As outlined above, we do not agree that the assessments presented are precautionary. 

Table 7-1 Proposed piling works will be subject to further review on completion of proposed project GI.  The 
draft working method for piling works includes QA/QC control and allied groundwater monitoring 
coupled with formulation /implementation of trigger levels and action plans.  A proposed network of 
sentinel boreholes will be completed during Phase 4 GI to monitor groundwater water quality and 
consideration is being given to the use of associated monitoring to enable actions to be triggered 
during construction works, as appropriate.  i.e.  it is not complete 

8.1.3 It is concluded that impacts resulting from the construction phase are unlikely to cause change to 
WFD status with sufficient site management and mitigation outlined in the CEMP in place.  However, 
proposed project GI remains incomplete and this means that certain key scheme designs and 
assessments are only advanced to an initial stage.  This is true for proposed piling works at the River 
Severn viaduct.  Accordingly, it is appropriate to be precautionary and circumspect about outcomes.  
Whilst anticipated associated impacts to groundwater, and STWL Shelton sources, will ultimately be 
assessed as not significant, current impact assessment outcomes have been uplifted to significant.  
Once GI is completed and designs/assessments reviewed, it is expected these will likely be revised 
down to not significant.  i.e.  this is not guaranteed – what happens if this is not the case?  As outlined 
above, we do not agree that the assessments presented are precautionary. 

8.1.7 These conclusions would be revisited once the GI has been completed and relevant Proposed Scheme 
designs and impact assessments have been refined.  This WFD Assessment would be updated during 
the detailed design stage to support any Flood Risk Activity and/or other water environment related 
Permits which would need to be obtained prior to construction. 

 

1.2.2 The overall aim of the Directive is to establish a framework which: 

• Prevents further deterioration and protects and enhances the status of aquatic ecosystems and, with regard 

to their water needs, terrestrial ecosystems and wetlands directly depending on the aquatic ecosystems; 

• Promotes sustainable water use based on a long-term protection of available water resources; 

1.2.6  In addition, measures should be implemented to achieve compliance with standards and objectives for 

designated “protected areas”.  These include areas designated for drinking water abstraction, the protection of 

economically significant aquatic species, designated recreational waters, nutrient sensitive areas and relevant areas 

designated for the protection of habitats or species (e.g.  Natura 2000 sites). 

Note that there is no consideration of alternatives discussed in the WFD report. 

Table 3-1 – Activities and water bodies scoped into the WFD Assessment does not consider the potential impact of 

the scheme on the quantitative status of the Shropshire Middle Severn – Permo-Triassic Sandstone groundwater 

body.  As discussed in Objection 7.1, this is potentially significant and needs to properly assessed. 

Table 3-2 – Activities and water bodies scoped out of the WFD Assessment.  Oxon ditch is scoped out on the grounds 

that it is a minor watercourse, not monitored under WFD, of low ecological and recreational value.  However, the 

ditch flows through Oxon Pool which is a Local Wildlife Site and so this should have been included (e.g.  as noted in 

para 3.5.10 of Appendix 17.1). 

The impact of Highways Drainage on the Shropshire Middle Severn – Permo-Triassic Sandstone has been scoped out 

on the basis drainage strategy and mitigations proposed (although the impact of earthworks and piling is scoped in).  

We do not agree with this approach – the results of the risk assessment presented in Chapter 17 does not say that 
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the risks have been removed and therefore it is premature to scope this out at this stage of the process.  Note 

however, that Highway Drainage is discussed later in the document so it is not clear whether it has been scoped in or 

out. 

4.2.3 The relatively short timescale of this project has meant that field-based assessment of morphological change 

(specifically erosion), such as utilisation of erosion pins, fixed-point photography and repeat survey have not been 

possible.  The Applicant has been considering this project for several decades and this steep bank will surely have 

been seen as a key geotechnical constraint from the point at which route selection crystalised on this route (~2006).  

It seems weak to say that there has been insufficient time to monitor this properly.  However, the results of the 

LiDAR analysis seems to be clear: 

However, analysis of LiDAR data spanning a 10-year period, and the resultant DTM of difference (DoD) 

(Figure 4-1) has revealed potentially significant mass wasting processes between 1999 and 2009.  Whilst 

LiDAR data has an associated margin of error, and the survey area in places is covered in trees (which 

introduce an additional degree of uncertainty), these results nevertheless indicate that right bank of the 

River Severn in the vicinity of the proposed viaduct crossing, is, by no means, morphologically stable. 

4.2.9 Furthermore, the poorly sorted and mechanically weak glacio-fluvial deposits through which the 

channel flows are highly susceptible to gravitational mass failure processes.  Thus, whilst the contemporary 

hydrological regime of the River Severn is broadly insufficient to drive notable channel migration through the 

survey reach, low frequency, high magnitude storm events, like the one that occurred in February 2020 – 

yielding one of the largest floods on record – have the potential to trigger significant yet localised bank 

failure through a combination of processes (and not solely fluvially-driven hydraulic scour) 

4.2.13 These processes are interlinked with broader hillslope processes, particularly at the proposed viaduct 

crossing location on right bank, where a steep approximately 25m river cliff ascends from the channel 

margin.  Here, mass failure processes operate in unison with basal hydraulic erosion at the toe of the cliff. 

5.1.5 Sensitive locations subject to piling works, or other significant groundworks, would be subject to groundwater 

monitoring to determine if any potential impact of concern is initiated/propagated by these works.  At the most 

sensitive locations monitoring may be associated with establishment of trigger levels and action plans to 

pause/review related works and discussions are ongoing with key stakeholders to determine the need, and if 

relevant set the criteria, for such measures.  Our view is that, give the significance of the risks posed, it is not 

acceptable to defer critical protection measures such as trigger levels and contingency plans until after the planning 

process. 

8.1.5/6  The conclusions that the scheme will not affect the Permo-Triassic Sandstone groundwater body under 

‘normal operating conditions’ does not consider the risks from extreme events discussed elsewhere in the planning 

submission.  It also does not assess the potential impacts of the scheme on recharge to groundwater properly.  It is 

these risks that we are concerned about as they are not adequately assessed and it has not been demonstrated to an 

adequate level of certainty that the proposed mitigation is a sustainable long term solution. 

Appendix 17.4: Drainage Network Water Quality Risk Assessment (DNWQRA) 

Note that, whilst this report is not described as an ‘interim’, it is clear that further information is required to make 

the conclusions robust and there is reference to future versions of the report.  Given the criticality of the risks and 

the need for these to be properly assessed in the planning process, it is our view that the proposed approach of 

updating the reports after the planning decision is inadequate.  Statements in this report that show that the 

assessment is not complete are listed below: 

5.3.9 At Basin 8 infiltration is proposed subject to evaluation at detailed design.  The Phase 4 GI (proposed 

completion mid-2021) will ascertain whether infiltration is plausible at this location.  Considering that 
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the location of Infiltration Basin 8 is not in a sensitive groundwater environment and considering the 

factors above, the risk to groundwater is expected to be insignificant.  This will be properly assessed at 

detailed design as more ground condition data becomes available.   

6.1.4 Basin 8 will be considered as an infiltration basin as the Proposed Scheme progresses into detailed 
design.  Additional GI works are proposed (completion mid-2021) to confirm ground conditions and 
feasibility of infiltration at this location.  Considering the groundwater environment at this location, 
the risk to groundwater is expected to be insignificant.  This will be properly assessed at detailed design 
as more ground condition data becomes available and mitigations subject to review and updated 
accordingly.  The shallow groundwater conditions in this area have not been demonstrated adequately 
and so this conclusion is invalid. 

 

2.2.1.  A full impermeable lining is proposed for Attenuation Basin 4 and its associated drainage ditches that are 

located within the Source Protection Zone (SPZ) Zone 1 and SPZ Zone 2, as well as offering further protection to the 

groundwater body beneath the Proposed Scheme at this location.  Attenuation Basin 5 (east of River Severn), and its 

associated inflow ditches, would also include a full impermeable liner.  Furthermore, the drainage ditches along the 

toe of most highway embankments that are located within SPZ Zone 1 and Zone 2 would also be lined to protect the 

underlying groundwater body. 

What is the nature of this lining and how will its integrity be ensured in the long term?  There is no long term 

operational management plan for the scheme. 

4.1.5.  Catchments A1, A2, X2 and C1 are either wholly or partly located within Source Protection Zones 1 and 2.  

Therefore, the threshold for acceptability in this assessment is set to 0.5% annual probability of a spillage event 

with potential to pollute receiving watercourses occurring for catchments within Source Protection Zones.  But 

Attenuation Basin 4 assessed as 0.0013% Pass (SPZ) 

Effect on groundwater from basins 4 and 5 is not assessed as they are lined.  This is very relevant to understanding 

what the pre mitigation risk is so that we can understand to what degree the mitigation is being relied on.  See more 

discussion on this under Objection 7.1. 

5.3.2/6.1.3 All basins assessed result in a Medium Risk due to the shallow groundwater levels and lithology  But 

conclude that this is conservative and risk is actually Low.  See more discussion on the systematic understatement of 

the risks to/from shallow groundwater under Objection 7.4. 

5.3.8.  Considering the above, the pollutant load being discharged to groundwater is likely to be overestimated.  

Therefore, the overall risk to many of the perched aquifers considered is likely to be Low and the corresponding risk to 

the underlying bedrock aquifer at all sites is unequivocally Low.  This has not been demonstrated – there is clearly 

shallow groundwater present, particularly on the Oxon Link road section and this supports permanent water 

features – i.e.  cannot be dismissed as unimportant ‘perched’ water.  See Objection 7.4. 

Appendix 17.5: Water Quality Sampling Results 

No comment 

Appendix 17.6: Geomorphological Assessment 

1.3.3 This Geomorphology Assessment was requested by the Environment Agency during a consultation meeting on 1 

May 2020 due to the introduction of an artificial pinch point in initial designs, where a proposed viaduct embankment 

would constrict and accelerate flows, thereby creating the potential for significant geomorphic response.  However, 

following subsequent design iterations the large embankment was omitted.  This assessment therefore presents a 
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confirmatory investigation into the impacts the Shelton Rough River Severn Viaduct and its piers would have on the 

geomorphic functioning of the River Severn throughout the study reach over and above baseline. 

It is interesting that the useful information included here, for instance on instability and erosion around Shelton 

Rough, has only been collected because the Environment Agency requested it for the combined road-flood scheme.   

3.5.2 The relatively short timescale of this project has meant that field-based assessment of morphological change 

(specifically erosion), such as utilisation of erosion pins, fixed-point photography and repeat survey have not been 

possible.  The Applicant has been considering this project for several decades and this steep bank will surely have 

been seen as a key geotechnical constraint from the point at which route selection crystalised on this route (~2006).  

It seems weak to say that there has been insufficient time to monitor this properly.  However, the results of the 

LiDAR analysis seem to be clear: 

3.5.2 However, analysis of LiDAR data spanning a 10-year period, and the resultant DTM of difference (DoD) 

(Figure 4-1) has revealed potentially significant mass wasting processes between 1999 and 2009.  Whilst 

LiDAR data has an associated margin of error, and the survey area in places is covered in trees (which 

introduce an additional degree of uncertainty), these results nevertheless indicate that right bank of the 

River Severn in the vicinity of the proposed viaduct crossing, is, by no means, morphologically stable. 

3.6.2 Furthermore, the poorly sorted and mechanically weak glacio-fluvial deposits through which the 

channel flows are highly susceptible to gravitational mass failure processes.  Thus, whilst the contemporary 

hydrological regime of the River Severn is broadly insufficient to drive notable channel migration through the 

survey reach, low frequency, high magnitude storm events, like the one that occurred in February 2020 – 

yielding one of the largest floods on record – have the potential to trigger significant yet localised bank 

failure through a combination of processes (and not solely fluvially-driven hydraulic scour) 

3.6.6 These processes are interlinked with broader hillslope processes, particularly at the proposed viaduct 

crossing location on right bank, where a steep approximately 25m river cliff ascends from the channel 

margin.  Here, mass failure processes operate in unison with basal hydraulic erosion at the toe of the cliff. 

4.2.1 concludes that some river bank protection is required.  However, as discussed under the FRA, the increased 

velocities downstream of the scheme shown on Figure A-8 in Annex A of Appendix 17.2 appear to have been 

ignored. 

4.3.3.  The Waterway Bank Protection methodology indicates that hard-engineered revetments only are suitable for 

the river segment at the Shelton Rough River Severn Viaduct on the western (right) bank.  This is due to potential 

geotechnical works required to stabilise the hillslope at that location, which would likely require toe protection at the 

base of the slope (i.e., the right-hand/western river bank) and a prevalence of existing erosion processes in that 

region.  The erosion risk level of 6, due to the potentially significant magnitude of impact of a severe erosion event, 

indicates that erosion protection measures should be considered at this location.  Potential measures would be 

considered further at detailed design; however, a range of concept design drawings are provided.. 

i.e.  there is no detailed geotechnical design of the slope stability measures.  The hard engineering measures on the 

right hand bank are proposed to be mitigated/offset by green measures on the left hand bank. 

Appendix 17.6 includes many figures showing flow velocities etc before and after the scheme.  However, it is very 

hard to read what the resultant changes are and so figures showing the difference in velocity etc between the two 

scenarios are needed.  Figure A-8 in Annex A of Appendix 17.2 shows the changes between the two scenarios and 

this makes clear that velocities will increase in some places downstream of the scheme. 
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Appendix 2 - Comments on Demand Model by Simon Temple 
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Appendix 3 – BeST Corporate Complaint about 2020 ‘Consultation’ and 

Shropshire Council Response and 2020 ‘Consultation’ Questionnaire 



Shrewsbury North West Road Consultation – March-April 2020 

A Critical Appraisal of the Process and Content 

Response from Shropshire Council in red text. 

Summary 

This appraisal of the consultation has been carried out because some information that is included in the 
documentation and displays is misleading and some that should have been included is missing. When 
these deficiencies are examined it is clear that the objective is to present the scheme in the most positive 
light possible and avoid making people aware of the many negative aspects. 

Looking through the documentation many examples of this come to light and the “consultation” is 
revealed as a PR exercise designed to end up with a result that can be sold as general support for the road. 

Background 

There have been previous consultations and a planning application. 

In 2010 – Re Preferred Route 

In 2017 – Re the Outline Business Case (OBC) for the section from Shelton to Battlefield (ie excluding the 
Oxon Link) 

In 2018 – A Planning Application for the Oxon Link was submitted but eventually withdrawn. 

This consultation in 2020 has been on line but also exhibitions have been held at a few venues but these 
had to be cut short due to the covid 19 emergency. 

All 5 events where technical staff were available to answer questions and discuss the scheme went ahead. 
In addition, 2 of the 6 events where people could view the consultation material on banners and submit 
question via the engagement team also went ahead. In the 2017 consultation these additional “viewing” 
events were not offered. As an alternative to these 4 events, we took the decision to extend the 
consultation by over two weeks to provide people more time to view the material on line, and ask 
questions via the NWRR email address, or to take up the option of requesting paper copies of the 
consultation brochure and questionnaire to be sent to them by post by telephoning customer services. 
 

Appraisal of the Documentation 

The Introduction – What has happened so far 

Right at the beginning there is the first misleading information. In 2010 it is said 59% of respondents 
supported the scheme and 67.5% in 2017. 

There is no mention of the response to the 2018 planning application for the Oxon Link when 99.8% of 
respondents objected. (ie 470 objections and 1 comment in support).  These included businesses as well as 
the public. Statutory consultees were also critical. This massive rejection eventually resulted in the 
withdrawl of the application. 

The current consultation is said to be about “recent design changes” which have been made “with the help 
of the community from the 2017 consultation” This is plain misrepresentation because in fact many 
changes are to try and address the objections to the 2018 planning application. 

The results reported above were taken from responses to questionnaires that specifically sought to 
establish the level of support for or against the NWRR scheme. Understanding the level of public and 
stakeholder support is a key consideration for a scheme promoter when making decisions on progressing a 



scheme. However, at planning stage the way that people engage in the process is very different and those 
who support a project do not tend to engage in the process. Those who oppose it present their reasons for 
doing so and it is these reasons that are considered by the planning authority rather than the number of 
objectors. 

The Oxon Link Road (OLR) planning application was withdrawn because of the decision to combine it with 
the NWRR. 

The changes made to the design of the OLR section of the currently proposed scheme reflect the decision 
to combine the two elements. It is accepted that some of these changes do address some of the objections 
submitted to the OLR planning application. 

The Status of the Road 

In the past the road has been consistently described as a link road. In October 2019 it was described as a 
“strategic” road for the first time and the speed limit was increased to 60mph instead of 50mph. It is 
difficult to understand what has changed to allow this new designation but it does make it sound more 
important. 

The NWRR has always been promoted as a 60mph road and been strategic in its purpose and nature. The 
emergence of the Shrewsbury SUE West provided an opportunity to deliver the section between 
Churncote and Holyhead Road but at the time there was no indication that funding for the NWRR between 
Holyhead Road and Ellesmere Road would be forth coming so it was decided to develop this section as a 
local distributor road for the new development area. 

At the OBC stage only a small area of land for development was identified at the Battlefield end. More 
recently it is being suggested that much more development could take place because of the road.   

The Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessments for the current Local Plan Review and in 2014 (before 
the NWRR OBC) both considered many sites at the “Battlefield end” of the NWRR. Once the NWRR is 
opened these sites will very likely be considered again in the next Local Plan Review and the presence of 
the NWRR will be one of many factors that will be considered when determining which of these sites are 
selected for the Local Plan. 

When serious flooding along the Severn occurred earlier this year the idea of turning the road crossing of 
the river valley into a dam to provide flood relief was  put forward as if it was a new idea. The fact that a 
study of this proposal 10 years ago found it to be poor value is ignored. 

These are opportunistic claims that sound good and amount to an attempt to “talk up” the apparent 
importance and status of the road.  

The consultation FAQs set out the relationship between the NWRR and the proposals being promoted by 
the River Severn Partnership. 

The Claimed Benefits 

Supporters of the road have been making misleading statements about the benefits for many years and 
have succeeded in convincing a significant number of people. The consultation documents offer 7 benefits: 

 Congestion reduction through the town centre and on the A5 

This is probably the assertion that has misled most people. They believe that the town centre will see huge 
reductions in traffic including Wyle Cop, High St etc which make up the actual town centre. The truth is 
that there will be no reduction and the town centre would be the same as now. In the chart showing which 



roads are predicted to see decreases or increases these town centre roads are excluded so hiding the fact 
there is no benefit.  

Smithfield Rd is predicted to see a 27% drop initially but nothing is said about the evidence from numerous 
other schemes that such relieved routes soon see traffic levels rise again. 

Reports on traffic changes in the town centre as a result of the NWRR have always been consistent in 
making reference to Smithfield Road and the north and west approaches to the town centre. The traffic 
information presented in the 2020 consultation picked out the road where the most significant positive 
and negative changes occurred. Detailed information on the changes on every road will be available in the 
planning application material. In response to specific questions during the consultation we have been 
happy to provide details of predicted changes in traffic on a number of roads not highlighted in the 
consultation material.  

 A direct route reducing journey times between north and west Shrewsbury 

Ignoring more sustainable approaches to dealing with traffic this is true. However, if a scheme were 
introduced including convenient public transport, enhanced P&R and safe cycling routes etc car use would 
decrease significantly. Existing roads would then be able to cope with the traffic that remained. More and 
more such schemes are being introduced elsewhere. 

The statement is supported by evidence. The use of alternatives only to achieve reductions is addressed 
elsewhere in the responses. 

 Supporting economic growth and new development 

This is another assertion that is misleading. The urban extension at Bicton could take place without the 
road. In fact it was planned and agreed before there was the possibility of funding from the DfT.  Sadly the 
noisy dirty road would seriously blight the urban extension. Without it a plan could have been drawn up to 
create peaceful and pleasant environments for people living and working there.  

At Battlefield the industrial area has been expanding successfully and this would continue without the 
road. Like the urban extension both areas have good existing links to the national road network.  

The Battlefield Industrial area is an existing development and the Shrewsbury West SUE is part of the 
current local plan. The traffic modelling for the NWRR demonstrates that it will provide highway capacity 
to support the future growth of Shrewsbury. 

 Fewer accidents and reduced carbon emissions from vehicles 

This is an assertion that seems hard to justify. With regard to accidents it follows that incidents on urban 
roads with less traffic may reduce but could be more than offset by those on roads that see an increase 
and more serious collisions on the 60mph single carriageway NWR.  With regard to  emissions some 
improvement is claimed because there is less congestion but for Smithfield Rd this won’t last as mentioned 
above. Ironically, increasing the speed limit on the NWR means emissions along its length would be higher. 

In December 2019 the Council debated a motion to replace the majority of 30mph speed limits on 
residential roads with 20mph. The motion was defeated in spite of all councillors having been well briefed 
beforehand that there is solid evidence that such a move reduces deaths and injuries and also reduces 
emissions. The reasonable conclusion to draw from this is that the Council really don’t see reducing 
accidents and emissions as a high priority and the claims being made for the NWR are opportunistic to 
again try and increase the apparent importance of the road. 

The reductions referred to in the consultation are based on the detailed assessment that was undertaken 
and reported to the Department for Transport in the Outline Business Case. This technical work is 



undertaken in line with national standards and central government guidance. The consultation material 
explains how these assessments are being updated for the planning application and details will be 
submitted for scrutiny through the planning process. 

 Better Air Quality in areas where people work, shop and live 

This is another nice sounding assertion that is misleading. The worst hotspot in the town is by the railway 
station where NO2 levels are 40% above the legal limit. Coton Hill and Smithfield Rd are areas of concern 
too. The changes in predicted traffic cannot deal with these problems and in particular the level by the 
station would still be above the legal limit. “Better air quality” may be a true statement but the underlying 
suggestion is that the air will be healthy whereas it would still be dangerous to peoples’ health. 

The traffic modelling predicts reductions in traffic at all the locations referred to above and as a result air 
quality is expected to improve. The results of the air quality assessment will be provided in the 
Environmental Statement and it will be clear how much the improvement is and how this compares to the 
legal limit. 

 Network Resilience, meaning the network works better for longer 

Again an assertion that makes the road sound important. Impossible to quantify and there is no attempt to 
do so. A long explanation in the FAQ’s section talks about alternative routes when road works are carried 
out and there are accidents or natural disasters. The flooding in Shrewsbury is mentioned but again this is 
opportunistic to increase the apparent importance of the road. The extensive flooding this year last 
occurred 20 years ago so hardly a high priority and the town coped without the NWR. 

We believe the FAQs fairly reflect the contribution the NWRR will make to the resilience of the highway 
network in Shrewsbury. The recent flooding on the town centre is one example of “events” that will have 
less of an impact on the town, if the NWRR is built. 

The connection of the NWR to the existing road  network at either end has proved problematic. The new 5 
arm Churncote roundabout and the Dumbbell roundabout at Battlefield seem likely to be new bottlenecks 
which is hardly an improvement to the network as a whole. 

Proposals have been developed (and in the case of Churncote Roundabout will be approved by Highway 
England) designed to national standards to accommodate the predicted traffic flows, as a result of the 
NWRR, at each junction. Bottlenecks will be avoided because the designs will be appropriate for the 
predicted traffic. 

 Supporting Shrewsbury’s Big Town Plan 

Those who attended the week of workshops held by the consultants who drew up the BTP will know the 
truth. It was clear that the assumption had to be made that the NWR would be built and this restricted 
ideas that could be included in the plan. In particular the consultants saw the green spaces in the town as a 
unique asset and enthused about “the green wedge” that comes into the town from the NW. This of 
course would be crossed by the road completely destroying its value as a green space but it could not be 
said “preserve this” in the BTP. 

The issue of traffic reduction has already been covered so in fact having to assume the road would be built 
was not supportive but was seriously detrimental to the BTP. 

The Environmental Assessment will inform judgements on the impact of the NWRR in the “green wedge” 
during the planning process. 

One of the goals of the Big Town Plan is “We want to make it much better for the pedestrian and cyclist, 
especially in the town centre. This means shifting the balance of priority given to movement across the 



town from the private car to walking and cycling and greater use of rail and bus.” By removing trips from 
the north-west route via Smithfield Road the NWRR will help to achieve this. 

Social Value the NWR scheme brings  

Almost every scheme of significant size comes with promises of employment, benefit for local businesses 
and communities and this is no exception. This is again a positive sounding assertion without a basis and it 
is not explained how these benefits can only be delivered if the road is built.  We know the urban extension 
and Battlefield development are not dependent on the NWR. 

The social value aspects of the scheme are linked to the construction of the road and the aspects referred 
to will form part of the contract terms and conditions. Further information is available at this link: 
https://www.shropshire.gov.uk/social-value/what-is-social-value/ 

Route Visualisations 

The new “fly through” and images presenting the supposed appearance of the completed road are not 
believable. Tree planting is popular in the public psyche at present so the project has been made to look 
like a tree planting scheme – again clearly to encourage a positive reaction. A more realistic approach 
might have been believable but a lot of the trees are not even on land that would be owned by the council. 

The trees in the visualisation are a genuine attempt to show the landscaping proposals at a mature state. A 
number of comments have been made about the visualisation not being representative of the opening day 
of the scheme suggesting those viewing it appreciate the scenario that is being shown. Proposals do 
include planting trees on land that will not be owned by Shropshire Council. For example, land adjacent to 
the NWRR at the Ellesmere Road end of the scheme is shown as planted with trees and this is as a result of 
an agreement with the landowner which will involve entering a longer term commitment to maintain the 
wooded area. 

The bridge over the River Severn at 28 metres high cannot be disguised . However, we did learn during the 
early part of the consultation that an idea for a visually attractive bridge had been rejected. It now seems 
that we would have to put up with a structure that is at best non- descript but if cost overrides design 
considerations might in fact be just plain ugly. In such a setting that is an appalling prospect. 

During 2019 consideration was given to the development of a “statement” design for the River Severn 
viaduct (which was a long multi pier structure at the time) that would tell a story / communicate a 
message. Clearly it was hoped that such a design would be visually attractive as well. When the decision 
was taken in late 2019 to develop a design with an extended eastern embankment and a much shorter 
viaduct, a statement design was no longer appropriate. A simple slender structure, as originally envisaged, 
is much more appropriate for the shorter span. Whether or not such a structure is ugly is a matter of 
opinion. 

Environmental Impact 

The Environmental Impact Assessment and the Environmental Statement have not been completed and so 
were not available for people to assess the damage the road would do. Instead there are explanations of 
what issues will be considered and what mitigation might be included which are presented as positive and 
give the impression the overall effect would be benign.  

The impact on the landscape and the environment would be massive and mitigation will not help very 
much so to not acknowledge this is very misleading. The opinion of the Environment Agency on what 
should be covered by the EIA reveals the concerns that exists and Shropshire Wildlife Trust have expressed 
strong opposition to the scheme.  



The Environmental Statement will be available for scrutiny through the planning process. 

Climate Change  

Climate change is dealt with by saying it will be considered in the EIA. There was initially no mention that 
the  Council passed a motion declaring a climate emergency a year ago which must have  a very significant  
influence on whether the road goes ahead. To keep this out of the public eye was unacceptable. 

A protest from an informed member of the public  has resulted in additions to the documentation on the 
website in the FAQ’s section but this is too late for those who attended the exhibitions and/or completed 
their responses early on. 

The FAQ on climate change was added in the first week of the consultation and before any of the public 
exhibition events took place. The environmental considerations banner refers to climate change 
specifically as one of 8 key environmental elements and explains the work being undertaken to assess all of 
these through an Environmental Impact Assessment which will be reported in the Environment Statement 
(ES) in the planning submission. Views from consultees and the public on the results set out in the ES, and 
how these should be considered in light of the Council’s declared climate change emergency, will be made 
through the planning process and considered by the local planning authority when making its decision. 

The FAQ Section 

Are there any works planned in the town centre? 

The answer talks about the Shrewsbury Integrated Transport Package and highlights enhancements to the 
public realm, to pedestrian and cycle links and pedestrian wayfinding. As a complete non sequitur it then 
asserts “Together they will support the delivery of the Big Town Plan by removing significant levels of 
traffic from the town centre” This is quite clearly untrue. 

We disagree. One of the goals of the Big Town Plan is “We want to make it much better for the pedestrian 
and cyclist, especially in the town centre. This means shifting the balance of priority given to movement 
across the town from the private car to walking and cycling and greater use of rail and bus.” By removing 
trips from the north-west route via Smithfield Road the NWRR will help to achieve this along SITP measures 
such as get more people cycling rather than driving into the town centre. 

Have alternative options been considered? 

The answer to this is that “improvements to bus services, to the P&R, to walking and cycling networks and 
“demand management” like road pricing have been considered but the results show these means alone 
would not produce the benefits that the NWR would provide”.  

This statement has appeared before but no report has been made available to back it up.  Such approaches 
are being implemented successfully in many places and could be applied to Shrewsbury. This fact plus the 
declaration of a climate emergency means they should be reappraised because whereas the NWR will 
create a significant carbon footprint the alternatives would markedly reduce the carbon footprint of traffic 
in the town. 

The reports produced originally should be available 

So the assertion is out of date and there must be a commitment to reconsider. 

Details are provided in the Outline Business Case. 

Funding 



There is a long section about funding but there is no indication that finding the Shropshire Council 
contribution will have any detrimental effects elsewhere.  

In fact part of the sum will come from sources that could be used for other purposes in the county. Cash 
from land sales in the urban extension area will no doubt be used as will community infrastructure levies. 
This money could be used for other much needed projects anywhere in the county. 

Shropshire Council is currently looking at the options to fund its contribution to the NWRR scheme which is 
currently expected to be just under £17 million. One of the options being considered is Community 
Infrastructure Levey (CIL) and Section 106 developer contributions generated in the Shrewsbury area. The 
NWRR directly or in-directly offers the road infrastructure mitigation to many, if not all, of the current 
preferred sites to a greater or lesser degree, hence it is appropriate to link it to the Shrewsbury area CIL 
and s106 funding which could not be used for communities outside Shrewsbury. If some or all of the 
Shropshire Council contribution comes from capital receipts, then these funds could be spent anywhere in 
Shropshire. When the Council makes funding decisions they are based on its policies, priorities and 
available funding. The fact that some funding sources could be used to do different things is part of that 
consideration. 

Rat running through rural roads from the A5 to north Shrewsbury 

Along with reducing town centre traffic the stopping of rat running has long been cited as a benefit of the 
road and many in the areas concerned believe it.  

Interestingly it was confirmed at one of the exhibition events that the last survey to assess the problem 
was 10 years ago when it was found that 90% of HGV’s using those roads had a need to be there. The 
traffic data in the consultation shows that the time using the rat run is estimated to be 2 min longer than 
using the NWR. If there are delays at Churncote roundabout drivers may decide this advantage isn’t worth 
the risk of being held up and may well decide to continue using the rural roads rather than the NWR. 

It is far from certain that the NWR would solve this issue. 

The traffic modelling work that has been undertaking does predict reductions in traffic on the Huffley Lane, 
Berwick Road (north of the NWRR) and Holyhead Road (west of the NWRR). This is as a result of the NWRR 
providing an alternative for a number of different rat runs which we are aware of, including Shottaton 
Crossroads to north Shrewsbury and west Shrewsbury, via Bicton and Fitz, to north Shrewsbury. The FAQ 
on rat running details the alternative journey times that the NWRR will offer compared to the Shottaton 
rat run. The evidence is clear that the NWRR will have an impact on rat running and this will include 
commuters and HGV’s. It is acknowledged (and noted in this critical appraisal), is that much of the HGV 
traffic on the roads in the rural areas north of Shrewsbury is not rat running. Specifically, a survey 
undertaken in 2009, and reported in the Outline Business Case in 2017, only identified approximately 10% 
of HGV’s leaving or joining the A5 at Shottaton as rat running to and from north Shrewsbury. 

Traffic Data 

The bar graph used to show decreases and increases in traffic on certain roads is based on number of 
vehicles not percentage change. If the lengths of the bars represented percentages the picture would be 
very different. Percentage change from an existing traffic flow on a particular road is what people notice. 

We believe it is important to quote both, so the consultation material shows both. Volumes are important 
if you are considering traffic transferring between routes and % change is important when you are looking 
at a particular route but setting it alongside the volume change is important. For example, a 100% increase 
in traffic on a very low flow road has a very different impact than a 100% increase on a very high flow road. 



The traffic increases and decreases on certain routes, shown in a bar graph, are those predicted in the 
opening year of 2023. For a town that is being planned to expand considerably and where over and beyond 
even that further development is envisaged, then the figures are misleading for the not too distant future. 
For example people driving into town from new developments in Bicton and at the north end of Ellesmere 
Road would obviously change predictions significantly for The Mount and Ellesmere Rd/ Coton Hill 
respectively. 

Modelling the traffic flows to include all new anticipated developments would give a very different picture 
than that presented. 

Traffic modelling data is also available for 2038 as well as 2023 and this includes the development 
allocations in the current local plan (including Shrewsbury SUE West), and in more general terms, the 
developments being considered in the current local plan review. This information will all be available in the 
Transport Assessment submitted with the planning application submission. The results presented in the 
consultation reflect the changes when the NWRR is due to open. 

Noise 

There is information about noise problems but it is admitted that there is still work to be done. 

This is a complicated subject but some residents are already very concerned and it is clear some properties 
will be seriously affected.  

What is not admitted is that the increase in the speed limit from 50mph to 60mph will significantly 
increase the noise level so the wellbeing of people is being treated as secondary to trying to boost the 
apparent status of the road. 

As acknowledged, further assessment of noise impact is being undertaken and will be reported in the 
Environmental Statement which will include proposals for noise mitigation, including low noise road 
surfacing and noise barriers. We are directly liaising with a number of residents and group who are 
particularly concerned about noise and we have committed to share the details of the assessment with 
them before the planning application is submitted so that they have additional time to consider the 
findings. 

What are the implications for the public water supply at Shelton? 

The answer plays down the risk to the water supply sources but the scoping for the EIA from the 
Environment Agency shows that they see a serious risk that is difficult to deal with satisfactorily. No doubt 
Severn Trent Water who own and operate the sources feel the same. 

It is acknowledged that this issue is unresolved but there is no indication that the threat is serious. 

The combined sources of boreholes and river intake provide the water for the whole town so people 
should be alerted so they can decide whether their water supply is more important than the road. 

Concerns about the impact of the NWRR on the public water supply are very understandable and the FAQ 
makes it clear that these issues are being discussed with Severn Trent Water and explains that a 
hydrogeological impact assessment is currently underway, and it will detail any potential impacts and 
propose any applicable mitigation measures during construction and operations of the road. This 
information will be available for scrutiny during the planning process and will be an important 
consideration for the planning authority. 

 

 



Conclusions 

Having looked at the documentation people will have been misled or will be ignorant of important matters 
because they aren’t mentioned. They cannot then be said to have formed opinions that have taken all 
issues into account but they are asked to fill in a questionnaire.  

It is clear that the questionnaire is designed to get lots of ticks in the “important” or “support” boxes and 
the questions are framed to achieve this. There is no way of disagreeing with the assumptions behind the 
questions.  If  taken at face value anyone would end up providing the required response and no doubt each 
will be reported as supporting the scheme as it now stands. The whole exercise is manipulative and 
dishonest. 

The only way you can say you do not agree the scheme should proceed is to write an email or make a 
statement in the box at question 12.  

The purpose of the 2020 consultation was to gain feedback on specific changes made to the scheme since 
the 2017 consultation, prior to the submission of a planning application for the scheme. The consultation 
was not held to obtain an update on the level of support for or against the scheme and the way the 
questionnaire has been structured does not enable a “result for or against” the scheme to be reported.  

The FAQs make it clear that we are happy to receive objections to the scheme and these will be reported in 
the consultation report. We believe that sufficient information was given in relation to the specific remit of 
the consultation and the environmental consideration banner clearly shows that there is a lot of 
information still to be prepared (and evidently not available) for due consideration during the planning 
process. This again is covered in the FAQs. 

 



Shrewsbury North West Relief Road (NWRR) 
Questionnaire
Data protection statement: any personal data you provide will be handled in accordance with the General Data 
Protection Regulations (2018).  Full details on how Shropshire Council processes your personal data can be found on 
the Shropshire Council website at www.shropshire.gov.uk/privacy/our-use-of-personal-data

Providing my own response (please skip Q4) Responding on behalf of organisation/group (please skip Q2)

Under 12 years old 25 – 34 years old 45 – 54 years old 65 – 75 years old

12 – 17 years old 35 – 44 years old 55 – 64 years old 75 years or older

18 – 24 years old

Question 2: If you are responding as an individual, please provide the age group you belong to.

Question 5: The North West Relief Road aims to achieve the benefits listed below. 
How important are these benefits to you?

Postcode:-

Question 3: Please provide your postcode.

Organisation/Group name:-

Question 4: What is the name of the organisation 
you are responding on behalf of?

Having viewed the exhibition banners (or information on the website) about the NWRR please 
answer the following questions. Please complete as many as possible. Please use question 12 to 
provide any specific comments.

Very 

important

Fairly 

Unimportant

Fairly 

Important

Not  

Important at 

all

Neither 

important nor 

unimportant

Don’t know

Congestion reduction through the 
town centre and on the A5 / A49

A direct route reducing journey times 
between north and west Shrewsbury

Supporting economic growth and 
development, with potential for new 
housing

Improve road safety / 
fewer accidents

Better air quality in areas where 
people work, shop and live

Network resilience, meaning the road network 
works better for longer and can cope better 
with closures due to major incidents

Supporting Shrewsbury’s 
Big Town Plan

Question 1: Are you responding as an individual or on behalf of an organisation/group?  
Please tick one of the boxes below.



Since the 2017 consultation, several changes to the scheme have been made including some as a result 
of feedback from the community.  To what extent do you support or oppose the following changes?

Strongly 
support

Tend to 
support

Neither 
support nor 

oppose

Tend to 
oppose

Strongly 
oppose

Don’t know

Question 6: Community benefits

Question 7: Environmental considerations

Question 8: Traffic impact

Cycle/footbridge to link Calcott Lane, 
Shepherd’s Lane and Oxon Touring 
Park with facilities on Welshpool Road 
and new housing with open space

Creation of new drainage pond 
instead of using Oxon Pool for 
drainage from the NWRR

The North West Relief Road (NWRR) 
and Oxon Link Road (OLR) are now 
combined into one project 

Removal of the proposed Little Oxon 
Lane roundabout and the previously 
proposed road closure at western end 
of Welshpool Road and the inclusion of 
an all user overbridge at Clayton Way 

More extensive traffic calming 
measures along Welshpool Road

Alterations to Ellesmere Road 
Junction to create a dumbbell 
roundabout

A shorter River Severn viaduct and longer 
eastern embankment subject to a detailed 
assessment of the impact on the flood plain 
and appropriate mitigation implemented

Altered alignment to avoid ancient 
woodland and trees 

Design changes to reduce land take 
between Holyhead Road and the River 
Severn and between the River Severn 
and Berwick Road

Alterations to the Public Rights of 
Way, including creation of some 
circular routes

Better showground access



Question 9: How important do you think the following environmental mitigation measures are?

Very 
important

Very 
Likely

Fairly 
important

Likely Neither likely 
nor unlikely

Unlikely Very 
unlikely

Don’t  
know

Neither 
important 

nor 
unimportant

Fairly 
unimportant

Not 
important 

at all

Don’t know

To Avoid or Prevent

To Reduce or Offset

Provision of multi-species culverts 
(e.g. to allow badgers and bats to 
safely cross the road) along the route 
of NWRR

The production of traffic and 
environmental management plans 
to mitigate negative effects during 
construction

Sound barriers erected in the most 
sensitive areas

The protection of retained trees 
during construction

Timing of construction activities is 
sensitive to local wildlife species

Development of a Landscape Strategy 
to help visually integrate the scheme 
into its surroundings

Realignment of the road to avoid 
important ecological sites

Identification of opportunities to 
minimise transport of construction 
and waste materials

Question 10: Do you think the North West Relief Road is going to improve the journeys that you 
regularly make?



Question 11: Shropshire Council take social responsibility seriously.  The social values that NWRR will 
bring are listed below. How important are these values to you?

Question 12: If you have any additional comments about the scheme or the questionnaire,  
please use the space below.

Thank you for taking the time to complete this questionnaire

Very 
important

Fairly 
important

Neither 
important 

nor 
unimportant

Fairly 
unimportant

Not 
important 

at all

Don’t know

New employment opportunities for 
local people, including young people, 
the long-term unemployed and 
people with disabilities

Commitment to sourcing a proportion 
of materials through local supply 
chains, and as a result, help the local 
economy

Training opportunities, such as: 
BTEC, City & Guilds, NVQ and HNC 
qualifications for young apprentices


