
THE A36/46 LINK ROAD
c a s e  r e v i e w

August 2016 

Av o n  vA l l e y  Ac t i o n  g r o u p



 1.  The Policy Case . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1
  Ackn: Dr Christopher Gillham

 2.  The Environmental Case . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6

 3.  Conditions & Suitability . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11

 4.  Associated Studies . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 15

 5.  Reference Materials . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 23

CONTENTS

Cover image: Limpley Stoke Viaduct © Derek Harper



THE POLIC Y C ASE



The publication of a National Road Traffic Forecast in 1989 proved a catalyst in the 

development of the UK Roads Programme.

With the forecasts suggesting a startling increase in traffic of between 83% & 142%

by 2025 (Fig.1) the response was to come forward with a £6bn investment increase in 

the inter-urban road programme and a Roads White Paper including hundreds of road 

schemes. Not surprisingly, as the environmental implications of such development 

were realised, a strong body of counter-opinion formed.

Awareness of the political heat generated by the Roads Programme was shown in the 

Labour Party’s Environmental Policy Statement, in trust for tomorrow, 1994, stating 

that: ‘Building new roads offers at best temporary relief from traffic congestion. It is 
now accepted by almost everyone apart from the Department of Transport, that new 
roads generate new traffic…Widening existing roads will have much the same effect’.

Since 1997, national transport policy for roads has evolved significantly. Successive

White Papers and roads reviews by governments have emphasised at different stages 

that new road building would be an option of last resort, while also stressing the need 

to protect environmentally sensitive sites where new capacity was required. 

For example, both A new Deal for transport: better for everyone White paper 
1998 and the Future of transport White paper 2004, confirmed that: ‘there will 
continue to be a strong presumption against schemes that would significantly affect 
environmentally sensitive sites or important species habitats or landscapes’.

Such policy statements were paralleled by reviews of the Roads Programme. In 1998,

a significantly trimmed list of 37 schemes representing a ‘Targeted Programme of

Improvements’ (TPI) was announced. An A36/46 link road for Bath was not included.

The announcement of the Ten Year Plan for Transport in 2000 significantly changed 

the policy landscape again. The TPI was extended to 53 schemes, and more money 

was made available through the Local Transport Plan (LTP) settlement for local roads. 

Once again an A36/46 link was not included. 

One analysis of the Ten Year Plan (CPRE, 2001) concluded that: ‘…the headline forecast 
of the plan – to reduce congestion at the same time as increasing traffic – depends 
heavily on the discussion about how to measure congestion, the effect of extra road 
capacity, and the effect of changes in costs and speeds of travel. …the suggested 
expansion of the road programme would be particularly vulnerable to the
effects of induced traffic in the most congested locations’.

But however nuanced, current transport policy still includes the promotion of a 

sizeable roads programme at national and local level and has the potential to impact 

adversely on the countryside and on progress towards tackling climate change and 

achieving sustainable development.

In the Future of transport (2004), Government recorded: ‘Road networks [will be]
enhanced by new capacity where it is needed, assuming that any environmental and
social costs are justified’. This policy approach rests on an assumption that it is possible 

to weigh all the different pros and cons arising from a road scheme and make an 

appropriate calculation of the different costs and benefits. Such an assumption 

puts a large responsibility on the appraisal process as part of decision making. If the 

appraisal, including cost benefit analysis (COBA) and other forms of assessment, 

suggests that costs are justified, then the scheme is highly likely to proceed.

But what if together the assumptions, forecasting, modelling and the appraisal 

process as a whole are shown to be flawed and contradictive of policy?

1. ThE pOliCy CaSE 
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Fig. 1    Disparities between forecasted and actual traffic growth

Using UK Govt. Department for Transport information, given by the Campaign for Better Transport to

House of Commons Transport Select Committe Inquiry into the strategic road network, October 2013.
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Government’s Sustainable Development Strategy stresses the importance of 

integrated solutions to problems, rather than relying on trading off different potential 

benefits (economic, social and environmental) in decision making. It states that:

‘…that goal [sustainable development] will be pursued in an integrated way 
through a sustainable, innovative and productive economy that delivers high 
levels of employment; and a just society that promotes social inclusion, sustainable 
communities and personal wellbeing. This will be done in ways that protect and 
enhance the physical and natural environment, and use resources and energy as 
efficiently as possible’.

One way to learn whether appraisal processes are robust is by examining road 

schemes after construction to determine whether, in practice, they have delivered

the benefits promised, at the costs predicted.

A questionable feature of the present appraisal process is that it scores a road scheme

more highly if it is routed through attractive countryside and thereby provides a 

pleasant ‘view from the road’. The Design Manual for Roads and Bridges (2006) referred 

to ‘disbenefit which may arise where a road passes through heavily industrialised 
or other visually unattractive areas’. This methodology provides an unacceptable 

incentive to route schemes through open countryside. Wider noise impacts are not 

considered in the appraisal or the evaluation process, yet noise has a major impact on 

the rural character of the countryside.

Further, the cumulative impacts of noise, road lighting associated with schemes, and 

visual intrusion of ‘man-made’ infrastructure can combine to reduce the remoteness 

and wildness of a landscape and its tranquillity. These complex and interacting factors 

are generally overlooked in the appraisal and evaluation processes.

These following notes are from “Beyond transport infrastructure: lessons for 
the future from recent road projects. Final report for cpre and the countryside 
Agency. 2006” by: Lilli Matson, Ian Taylor, Lynn Sloman and John Elliott. 

A comprehensive 2006 review, it looked at new road

building and three case studies in particular,

questioning whether new roads deliver traffic relief

and other benefits that their proponents promise.

It asked whether new roads can actually encourage

extra traffic, create pressure for new development,

and damage the landscape. Evidence emerging

suggested the answer – in a significant number of

circumstances – was yes.

Beyond Transport Infrastructure Conclusions…

• The appraisal of road schemes places undue emphasis on monetised COBA

 as a method for assessing the merits or otherwise of individual schemes,

 and consequently neglects important but non-monetised impacts.

• There is a tendency for pre-scheme appraisal to under-estimate future traffic

 growth resulting from new roads. For example, the Newbury Bypass in 2006 carried

 46% more traffic than the pre-scheme appraisal predicted it would carry in 2010.

 The M65 similarly exceeded the predicted 2010 maximum flow six years early.

•	There is a tendency to over-estimate the traffic relief that schemes will deliver

 to existing roads.

•	Appraisals generally fail to take account of the effects in stimulating car-based

 development. They consequently also fail to take account of resulting congestion

 on both new and feeder roads, arising as a result of new car trips to new housing,

 retail and business parks.
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• There is failure to take account of the landscape impacts arising

•	The NATA methodology is weak in appraisal of the impact of a scheme on

 accessibility, integration, and CO2 emissions. If the appraisal is not robust,

 neither will be the evaluation.

•	Evaluations place undue emphasis on calculations of whether the theoretical

 economic benefits of a scheme, as predicted at scheme appraisal, are accurate.

•	Evaluation seems very narrowly defined. Methodologies allow consideration of

 whether the AST is telling ‘the truth’, but not whether it tells ‘the whole truth’.

 In addition, evaluation does not explicitly consider whether a scheme has met its

 original objectives, and the extent to which these were valid.

•	Evaluation rarely includes explicit consideration of induced traffic.

•	Treatment of the landscape impact of schemes is inadequate. Methodology does

 not allow for dialogue with groups such as AONB bodies, local landscape officers

 and environmental groups.

•	Treatment of noise impacts does not extend to examining the impact of noise on

 the wider countryside.

•	Treatment of CO2 and accessibility impacts is either non existent or superficial.

•	There is no meaningful consideration of whether the road scheme has contributed

 towards wider transport integration and little examination of the effects of a road

 scheme on changes in land use.

“What is surprising is that no feedback mechanism is in place to ensure that 
national and local transport policy is informed by real experience
and evolves accordingly.”

From Christopher Gillham’s Evidence to House of

Commons Transport Select Committee Inquiry

into the strategic road network, submitted

17 October 2013:

There is no justification for assuming road building
is beneficial as an axiom. The Eddington Transport
Study 2006 does not demonstrate that road building
is good for the economy. While it refers to 
 correlation between GDP growth and road traffic,
it is at pains to stress that he did not know which
way the correlation ran. Does GDP growth result
from road building or the other way round? It is a pity
that he did not com mission a study of this and from the absence of any response
from the DfT on the subject it is likely that they have never studied it either.

Fig. 2  gDp growth and road traffic

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Years from “Cause”

CORRELATION GDP v MOTORWAY KM
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Fig. 2 shows the kind of curve indicator that occurs when changes in GDP are

cross-correlated with increases in major road capacity. It suggests that the direction 

of correlation is opposite to that we would expect from the presumption that roads 

increase GDP. The correlation is markedly negative – GDP tends to go down after

road construction. Similarly other meas ures of the economy appear not to have

the positive effect reckoned for them. A cor relation test indicates that a rise in

unem ployment, for example, follows an increase in road building.

Even correlation of accidents with road building does not follow the direction of 

causality the DfT would have us believe. Considering that COBA always reckons an 

accident benefit from building roads this may come as a surprise, but it shouldn’t 

do so. We know that the accident rate on motorways, for example, is low com pared 

with that on other roads, but that says nothing about how motorway driving may 

influence driving off the motorway or how road building induces traffic on other

parts of the net work and effectively contributes to accidents there.

Amongst Eddington’s 2006 recommendations were:

“Government should adopt a sophisticated policy mix to meet both economic and 

environmental goals. Policy should get the prices right (especially congestion pricing on the 

roads and environmental pricing across all modes) and make best use of existing networks. 

Reflecting the high returns available from some transport investment, based on full 

appraisal of environmental and social costs and benefits, the Government, together with 

the private sector should deliver sustained and targeted infrastructure investment, in those 

schemes which demonstrate high returns, including smaller schemes tackling pinch points.

The policy process needs to be rigorous and systematic: Start with the three strategic 

economic priorities, define the problems, consider the full range of modal options using 

appraisal techniques that include full environmental and social costs and benefits,

and ensure that spending is focused on the best policies. Government needs to ensure 

the delivery system is ready to meet future challenges, including through reform of 

sub-national governance arrangements and reforming the planning process for major 

transport projects by introducing a new Independent Planning Commission to take 

decisions on projects of strategic importance.

I believe that, if Government implements these recommendations, the UK will create and 

maintain a modern, responsive and efficient transport system. Such a system is needed to 

improve the experience of all who use the UK’s transport networks and to support the UK’s 

competitiveness, boost the productivity of the economy, help UK businesses to compete on 

the global stage, whilst enabling government to meet its challenging environmental goals 

and improving the quality of life for all who live in this country.”

Roads are two-way things and in logic can as equally drag activity out of a region as 

bring it in. Eddington fights very shy of asserting that an individual scheme can be 

assumed to bring a benefit to a particular area and certainly doesn’t include this as 

one of his reasons for building roads. This is some thing else the DfT ought to have 

done some research on.

The DfT have had more than half a century in which to do the elementary re search 

to justify their assumptions. They have not done it and they have not en gaged in 

argument when elementary criti cism of their assumptions is drawn to their attention. 

The DfT have always adopted a strategy of simply ignoring criticism.

“Conventional public transport with good reliability, frequency and coverage (spatial 
and temporal) would so clearly be the ef ficient way of doing things that you’d think 
every town council in the country would be making it happen. But ask them and they 
all say that local businesses fear a loss of trade if you restrict car access. While there 
are towns and cities on the Continent with clearly more radical transport policies 
and apparently at least as prosperous as car-choked towns, there appears to be no 

definitive research on this.”

Dr. Christopher Gillham, 17 October 2013.

This last observation points to causes of traffic congestion around Bath.
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THE ENvIRONMENTAL C ASE



2. ThE ENViRONMENTal CaSE 
In common with most UK towns and cities, Bath suffers from traffic congestion in

the morning and evening peak hours. In contrast to popular perceptions, however, 

volumes are not steadily increasing and this was highlighted in the 2014 B&NES 

Council ‘Getting Around Bath’ transport strategy and demonstrated by DfT data

from the two principal eastern arteries within Bath - A4 London Road and the A36. 

Fig. 3 data illustrates that traffic volumes (including HGVs) in the vicinity of Bath have 

been declining and that 95% of total traffic is cars/vans and just 5% is HGVs. This is 

also comparable with data from the 2004 Government commissioned Bristol/Bath to 

South Coast Study (BB2SCS). 

This study also indicates the bulk of traffic along London Road comprises non-through 

movements at 88%. Car/van and HGV through-movements contribute 8% and 4% 

respectively, with only part (75%) originating from the Warminster Road. 

Data therefore illustrates two important points - 

(i). The vast majority of Bath traffic is cars/vans making trips over very short distances, 

and is not dominated by through-traffic. Any Local car/van traffic removed from the 

London Road, as a result of a link road, would have to access/egress Bath via other 

routes. Any released capacity would soon be taken up by suppressed demand, so 

while London Road might initially see a small benefit the Bath area, as a whole, would 

see no improvement – as demonstrated by traffic modelling in the 2004 Bristol, Bath 

to South Coast Study (BB2SCS). 

(ii). Through HGV movements are less than 4% of total traffic flow along London Road.

All vehicles (incl. all Hgvs)

All Hgvs

WARMINSTER ROAD

A36

LONDON ROAD

All vehicles (incl. all Hgvs)

All Hgvs

A4

Fig. 3
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Potential impacts upon WHS and UNESCO World Heritage City designations and 

wider implications are hinted at, but nowhere resolved, e.g. in B&NES Council policy 

documents: WHS Management Plan, Consultation Draft, May 2016, and A Green 

Infrastructure Strategy for Bath & North East Somerset, March 2013.

Fig. 4  extracts from pages 29 & 30,
 articles 5.5 & 5.6
 respectively

These policy documents and their omitting of reference to it as ‘infrastructure 

development’ suggest some reluctance to tackle underlying issues first raised by 

proposals in the mid 1980’s, while an A36/46 link road has again been put forward as

if a new proposal for consideration in Council Transport Strategy, as ‘partial solution’

to traffic congestion and pollution.

A typical contradiction is seen in this extract…

“ Transport and moving around the WHS is a major issue. Being contained within a 
hollow in the hills with protected landscape beyond, both topography and planning 
restrictions rule out a ring road or by-pass. North-south (A36/A46) and east-west (A4) 
principal road routes pass through the city. Roads can therefore be congested, with 
resulting air pollution and other detrimental impact on residents and businesses.
Car ownership levels are also high and parking of private vehicles is problematic.” 

Whilst a traffic-inducing ring road or by-pass may be considered environmentally 

inappropriate a link road, essentially serving the same purpose, may not.

Fig. 5  extract from page 11,
 outlining gi Strategy principles

The responsibility to protect the WHS landscape setting is also set out in a number of 

material international, national and local documents, e.g. 2008 City of Bath UNESCO 

report; 2009 Government Circular on WHS protection; 2009 B&NES Public Realm and 

Movement Strategy; 2010 WHS Management Plan; 2013 WHS Setting Supplementary 

Planning Document.
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Fig. 6    Dft Data for count point 57772, A4 into Bath, past cleveland place junction (2000-2014)

As an illustration of modal share, at the meeting point of A46 and A36 traffic in Bath,

disparities are shown between link road proposals as part of B&NES Council Transport Strategy and actual trends. 

Recent increases in LGV traffic show definite trends that would not be addressed by building a link road.

The low number of HGVs is compared to other route users as:

A46 (charmy Down) – 26% increase in cars , 63% increase in LGVs, 18% reduction in HGVs

A4 (east Bath/link route) – 15% increase in cars, 74% increase in LGVs, 5% reduction in HGVs

A4 london road – 31% reduction in cars and HGVs,  8% increase in LGVs

Walcot– 12% reduction in cars, 45% reduction in HGVs, 17% increase in LGVs
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A link road built in the vicinity would attract more traffic – to the extent that emission 

limits would be exceeded – in the absence of evidence of need or any understanding 

of who travels where and for what purpose, and in conflict with B&NES Council’s 

adopted environmental policy. For example, Bathampton is on the edge of an Air 

Quality Management Area (AQMA), with emissions just below EU limits and on a rising 

trajectory, while parts of London road already exceed them.

The data (Fig. 6) also leads to the conclusion that the vast majority of traffic in Bath is

cars/vans undertaking trips over very short distances, i.e. is ‘local’ and not dominated 

by through-traffic, a fact recognised by B&NES Council in stating; “In the Bath
urban area, Government figures suggest that fewer than 1 in 20 cars represent
through traffic.” Causes of congestion, as suggested in the 2013 Gillham evidence,

continue to be ignored.

Fig. 7   Dft Data for trends in Annual Mean nitrogen Dioxide concentration measured within the london road AQMA
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Limpley Stoke Viaduct, A36 route over Midford Brook, Grade II Listed.

Whilst Local Authority environmental policies are clear it is inexplicable that A36/46 

link road proposals and aspirations expressed by local MPs do not correspond to the 

available data, where it was misleadingly described by one MP as a ‘bypass’ in 2015 

lobbying of the Chancellor of the Exchequer:

“The local Council has recently decided that this bypass is one it wishes to be built. 
Therefore, we hope that a thorough investigation of this project can be made. We both 
agree that a link road should be of such architectural merit as to enhance the beautiful 
landscape that is part of the wide Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, improving 
rather than simply preserving this unique city.”

However, and without attributing credit to the misleading ‘Astroturfing Strategy’

of describing a ‘beautiful landscape enhancement’, the fundamental conflicts 

associated with new road engineering structures in environmentally sensitive areas,

or assessments such as SACTRA 1994 and BB2SCS 2004, can neither be ignored

nor denied. 

e.g. The report of B&NES Planning, Transportation & Environment Committee 16th 

November, 2000, article 6.4:

“Turning to a somewhat controversial, but intuitively more effective option, there 
is much talk of re-visiting a version of the A46/A36 link that was rejected as part of 
the Batheaston Bypass scheme at the 1990 Public Inquiry. Such a scheme would 
undoubtedly be the only option that would allow through traffic movements to be 
removed from Bath with confidence. It should also be possible to relieve Bath of some 
of the traffic movements between A36 Warminster Road and Bristol which currently 
use A36 through Bath and A4 through Saltford, by transferring these movements via 
the link to A46/A420 and M4. However a link road carries with it the risk of generating 
some extra local movements, as would any such road scheme close to an urban area, 
and there would be an inevitable intrusion into the landscape.”

Despite the failure in this or any known recorded evidence to address the levels of 

though-traffic or actual traffic trends, as described by DfT data in Fig. 6, these and 

similar views continue to actively encourage discussion of linking the A36/46 routes 

around Bath and in denial of the compelling evidence and judgements made against 

all previous and similar proposals.

Those proposals are summarised in the following section.
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CONDITIONS & SUITABILIT Y



The A36 route within the Limpley Stoke Valley is geologically unstable and ongoing 

large scale movement is prevalent. This was made clear by the DfT at the 1990 

Batheaston Public Inquiry into a proposed link road between the new Batheaston 

Bypass (A4) and the A36 at Dry Arch. 1  Fig. 8.

The DfT stated that, in view of the instability of the A36 terrain south of Bathampton, 

it simply considered the proposed link road as a ‘temporary solution’ until it had 

completed evaluations of previously identified ‘East of Bath to Beckington’ and 

‘South of Bath’ options. The Planning Inquiry Inspector suggested that the DfT should 

accelerate its evaluation of these options and made it clear that, in the event that 

both were found to be unacceptable, the A350 would have to be looked at properly. 

The unsuitability of the A36 was again highlighted in the DfT’s justification for the 

1994 ‘East of Bath to Beckington’ scheme: “The Bath to Beckington section of the A36 
is generally of poor standard” and “The section of the route southwards from Bath, 
through the Limpley Stoke valley, is narrow with severe bends, poor visibility and steep 
gradients”. 

This scheme, which was considered to offer much wider strategic traffic benefits and 

remove traffic from Bradford on Avon as well as Bath, was subsequently withdrawn by 

the DfT in 1996 following a review of the National Roads Programme. 

Since 1992 the A36 through the Limpley Stoke Valley has suffered terrain instability 

problems with the consequent need to employ enhanced maintenance to retain the 

integrity of the route, e.g. to maintain the steep embankments of Limpley Stoke Hill 

between Monkton Combe and Limpley Stoke. These problems, which have resulted 

in extended road closures, are highlighted in the Highways Agency’s 2014 ‘South West 

Peninsula Route Strategy Evidence Report’. 

Notwithstanding the lack of resolution of the DfT’s strategy for the area, the A36 

through the Limpley Stoke Valley remains geologically unstable and, therefore, 

intrinsically unsuitable for the significant increase in HGV traffic which would result 

from a link road. Similarly, the DfT has long recognised that the A46, location of

many recorded incidents and subject to local subsidence, is inadequate for

present day traffic. 2  Fig. 8.

A46 problems and potential problems are well documented. e.g. In a 1993 DfT A46 

Trunk Road (Tormarton to Upper Swainswick) Improvement scheme, subsequently 

shelved, in which a predicted increase in A46 traffic included a 40% increase in HGVs 

was expected to exacerbate existing problems. 

3. CONDiTiONS & SUiTaBiliTy 

1

2

Fig. 8

A4

A363
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New roads, inevitably, induce more traffic. This phenomenon was described in “Trunk 
Roads and the Generation of Traffic” published in 1994 by the government’s advisory 

body SACTRA (Standing Advisory Committee on Trunk Road Assessment). 

An indication of this problem is provided by the 2004 Bristol, Bath to South Coast 

Study (BB2SCS) which predicted that a link road would cause increases in traffic, 

particularly HGVs, on the A46 (10%) and A36 (30%) in the Limpley Stoke area. 

These additions to both A36 and A46 traffic would result in the Limpley Stoke area 

becoming an even more severe bottleneck, greater safety issues on the A46 between 

Bath and  M4 junction 18, and route maintenance requirements expected to increase 

significantly, e.g. with higher frequency of need to repair Limpley Stoke Hill. 

Regardless of the intended purpose – whether as a Bath relief road or trunk route 

improvement it would, inevitably, attract additional traffic to the Bath area.

Incremental cost implications of increased maintenance to both the A36 and A46, 

over and above the huge costs associated with link road schemes, are also obvious. 

Proposed Options 

the Beckford Spur (referred to by MPs Mr Howlett and Mr Rees-Mogg as being

known as the preferred route) is not a feasible link road option. 

Prior to 1985 this was an integral part of DfT’s proposals to bypass Batheaston and 

Swainswick. However, in 1985 the DfT published, for consultation, options which 

included a link road from a new Batheaston Bypass to the A36 at Dry Arch but 

excluded a Beckford Spur. Avon County Council expressed concerns to the DfT 

regarding the omission. 

In 1986 the DfT announced the Swainswick-Batheaston Bypass plan with a link road, 

but again excluded a Beckford Spur. The DFT informed Avon County Council that, 

with the Batheaston Bypass and A36 link, the Beckford Spur was no longer considered 

necessary. The DfT advised Avon County Council that it was up to them whether or 

not to promote the Beckford Spur. 

Avon County Council subsequently decided to evaluate options and published a 

report in 1989 in which two options (red and blue routes, Fig. 9 ) were presented. 

An A36 Improvement option was also identified, i.e. local widening and junction 

improvements along the A36 Warminster Road to cater for the increase in traffic flows 

resulting from a possible relaxation of the DfT’s proposed link road right-turn ban

at Dry Arch. 3  Fig. 9.

Fig. 9

3
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Avon County Council failed to get support for either of the Beckford Spur options, 

with one of the main factors being the implacable opposition of Bath City Council 

which expressed extreme concern about the environmental damage the spur would 

cause, noting the link road would be very damaging environmentally but would not 

be seen from the city. 

Since the dropping of the Beckford Spur by Avon County Council, the 1992 DfT 

rejection of a Dry Arch link road, and 1996 abandonment of the ‘east of Bath to 
Beckington’ scheme, the following link road options have been considered:

(a) routes from A4 Batheaston Bypass to A36 Dry Arch Area 
The BB2SCS recommended consideration of two link road options between the A4 

Batheaston Bypass and the A36 Dry Arch area (Fig. 10). These options are equivalent 

to the scheme rejected following the 1990 Batheaston Public Inquiry. The 2006 GBSTS 

considered a link road equivalent to the BB2SCS Option. 4  Fig. 10.

(b) route traversing limpley Stoke valley, linking A363 to A36 
A third option (route traversing the Limpley Stoke Valley to link the A363 to the A36) 

was discarded by the BB2SCS because of engineering constraints, the impact on the 

Avon Valley flood plain, the difficulty of achieving a satisfactory tie-in to the A363 and 

adverse feedback on the cross-valley alignment. 5  Fig. 10.

It is clear that any of the above options would mean a new, intrusive, road which 

would have severe adverse impacts on landscape, recreation and tourism, and blight 

irreversibly the Avon & Limpley Stoke Valley and WHS landscape setting. They would 

be particularly disruptive to the many leisure users of the Kennet & Avon Canal.

 

It is of grave concern, therefore, that B&NES’ preference for a link road is a bridge 

structure which would straddle the Limpley Stoke Valley to link the A363 to the A36, 

equivalent to the plan discarded by the Government commissioned BB2SCS in 2004. 

The 1990 Batheaston Public Inquiry conclusion of a link road as “having intolerable 
impacts on landscape and being devastating to recreational amenity” is 

unambiguous and remains wholly relevant to B&NES’s preferred route. 

Such a scheme would be extremely expensive but, even with an unlimited budget,

it would be impossible to build a structure which could mitigate, by design,

the severe adverse impacts of large junctions, gantry signs, lighting and noise 

associated with thousands of vehicle movements daily on an intrusive, elevated

road traversing the valley. 

The Avon Valley AONB and WHS landscape setting,
threatened by link road proposals.
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Any A36/A46 link road
option would be
located within the
Avon & Limpley Stoke
Valley, which forms
part of the Cotswolds
Area of Outstanding
Natural Beauty (AONB)
and setting of The City
of Bath World Heritage
Site (WHS).

The protection of the
setting of any WHS
is inextricably linked
to the protection of
the Site itself.
This is particularly true
in the case of Bath. 

A361

A366

A363

A4

A363
A36

A36
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BATHFORD ROUNDABOUT

JUNCTION

JUNCTION

R O D E

T R OW B R I D G E

B R A D F O R D
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S TO K E
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C H A RT E R H O U S E

B E C K I N G TO N

N O RTO N
S T  P H I L I P

1994 DfT
‘easT of BaTh To BeckingTon’ scheme 

Kilometres

0 1 2 3 

1000 metres

Bath World Heritage Site Boundary

Green Belt

A46/A4 Batheaston Bypass (open 1995)

1986 DfT A36 link road proposals 

2004 Discarded BB2SCS Option 

A36(T)

A36 South of proposed links, subject to
additional upgrade/maintenance costs

image soucre : Google Earth

Modified route at
Great Cumberwell

Alternative routes
South of Rode:
Public Consultation

Outer route:
Public Consultation

Modified junction

4

5

Fig. 10

OPTIONS RE JEC TED
1986 TO PRESENT DAY 
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ASSOCIATED STUDIES



4. aSSOCiaTED STUDiES

Extract from “The Curse of the Zombie Roads” by Patrick Kinnersly.

Published: World Transport Policy and Practice, Volume 20, May 2014

Old road schemes do not die. They lie buried but undead, waiting for the call

to rise again.

For example the West bury bypass in Wiltshire, supposedly killed off for ever after an 

almost unprecedented rejection by the planning system in 2009. That should have 

been its last chance to force a way through the tranquil Wellhead Valley between 

the town and the western escarpment of Salisbury Plain, right under the nose of the 

White Horse, the chalk hill figure that is the emblem of Westbury it self. 

But bypasses cannot exist in isolation. They may be marketed to a town or vil lage

as though the whole enterprise is conceived for no other purpose than to rid 

their community of danger, pollution and noise. But road builders are never that 

philanthropic. ‘Your’ bypass is just one part of their corridor to somewhere else. 

Zombie roads wait for the call to rise again. The government has found the ancient 

in cantation bequeathed to it by the great leader of the road-building cult, Margaret 

Thatcher – ‘Roads for Prosperity’ and ‘The great car economy’. The Westbury bypass is 

now rising from its grave. So, unbeliev ably, is the A36 Salisbury bypass. 

By the middle of the 1990s, senior Conservative cabinet ministers, including the 

Environment Secretary, had renounced their faith in tarmac as a growth medium. 

The reports of the Standing Advisory Committee on Trunk Road Assessment 

confirmed that building roads just encouraged traf fic growth and further congestion 

and did not necessarily bring economic growth or regenerate regions with poor 

connections to the strategic road network. A swathe of road projects was cancelled.

In 1997 The incoming New Labour government promised nothing truly radical on the 

transport front. Cru cially there would be no re-nationalisation of the railways system.

But the good news was that Deputy Prime Minister and life long transport union 

member John Pres cott wanted integrated transport and in tegration of environmental 

and transport planning. 

The result was a new super-ministry, the Department for Environment, Transport and 

the Regions (DETR) and the Commission for Integrated Transport. The intention was to 

join up planning of devel opment with planning of transport across the UK regions. He 

wanted to shift motorists from cars to more sustainable forms of transport - including 

trams - and freight from road to rail. But his commit ment to eat his hat if he did not 

defeat traffic congestion went unfulfilled. 

Traffic continued to increase; the hat remained uneaten. It wasn’t really his fault.

While he may have bitten off more than he could chew his real mistake was to 

underestimate the power of the roads lob by and the belief embedded in all

govern ment departments that better transport must mean more and better roads. 

Oth er modes, including rail, bus, cycling and walking, were ‘alternative transport’.

While John Prescott’s integrated transport policies appeared to be deflecting the 

road-builders’ juggernaut, if not exactly turning it round, Wiltshire County Coun cil’s 

first Local Transport Plan (LTP1), pub lished in July 20005, embodied some of the new 

as well as too much of the old. On the one hand it offered the poisonous fruits of the 

Salisbury Transport Strategy, a tarmac-laden study commissioned from consultants WS 

Atkins after the 1997 cancella tion of the Salisbury bypass. On the other hand the LTP 

contained progressive am bitions for reopening railway stations and even toyed with 

the notion that the council itself might hire rolling stock and run local rail services. 

But with hindsight it’s easy to see that the game was already up. The railway

im provements were just a green garnish on the old high-calorie junk-transport menu. 

The days of modal shift were over; New Labour had done a handbrake turn and was 

already motoring off in the other di rection as fast as Tony Blair could drive it.
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Photo credit : Jenny Raggett, June 2009

This is the Wellhead Valley, between the town of Westbury and the western 

escarpment of Salisbury Plain. Wiltshire County Council wanted to build an eastern 

bypass of the town through here. After a long planning inquiry in 2008 the scheme 

was axed by the govern ment because the transport case was too weak to justify

the damage it would have done to this tranquil landscape.

After appearing to accept that the scheme had been killed off, the county’s new 

unitary council hopes to revive it by claiming that the safeguarded route survived 

refusal of planning permission and so can live on as a proposal in its new local plan for 

the period to 2025. The Westbury bypass is one of hundreds of  ‘Zombie roads’ be ing 

brought back to life as Britain embarks on a new age of road construction.
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In July 1999 John Prescott appointed the former trade union militant Gus Macdonald 

as Minister for Transport, an appointment he held for just under two years. By the time 

the first Local Transport Plan (LTP) appeared it was clear to campaign ers that the word 

had gone out to regional government offices that local authorities could dust off their 

old road schemes with out undue embarrassment. 

Wiltshire County Council was quick to re vive sections of the old A36/46 su per 

highway plan and present them as local relief and link roads around Salisbury and 

‘improvements’ along the A36 itself.

By 2001 it was obvious that Labour’s brief flirtation with integrated transport was over. 

In the consensual spirit of ‘New’ Labour, transport and environment cam paigners were 

being consulted to death on LTPs and ‘multi-mo dal studies’ designed to reassure

road-builders that cancelled roads did not mean the end of hope.

It was soon clear that ‘multi-modal’ did not mean what it said on the label. If the study 

favoured certain road schemes they would be built; if it fa voured massive investment 

in rail corridors along the same routes the shareholders of the privatised infrastructure 

company, Railtrack, would not cough up the cash. The separate private train operating 

com panies would not hire more rolling stock to support better services; the private 

com panies set up to provide them with rolling stock would not in any case purchase 

new trains to expand the ageing fleets they had purchased at knock-down prices 

from the government. The government would not inject the extra cash required to 

un lock this vicious circle.

With the possible outcomes of multi-modal studies so limited there seemed little 

point in ‘envi ronmental transport stakeholders’ wasting time proposing strategies 

that had little chance of being realised. The railway stations that LTP1 earmarked for 

reopening remained closed.

In 2004 Wilt shire County Council’s plans for road im provements along the A36 

corridor came unstuck at Westbury. The government declined to fund its 2005 bid 

for an A350 eastern bypass of the town. After powerful lobbying of the South West 

Regional Assembly, in alliance with the other shire counties of the South West, WCC 

secured funding for a revised scheme and applied to itself for planning permis sion 

in 2007. The Planning Inspectorate concluded that the application was a ‘departure’ 

from the Local Plan. It was called in for determination by the Secre tary of State and a 

planning inquiry or dered. 

After a long public inquiry in 2008 the

inspector’s report was a damning

indict ment of the scheme. The government

ac cepted his recommendations and in

July 2009 rejected the planning application.

The council had wasted the best part of

£5m on a demonstrably dud transport

scheme that would have wrecked one

of Wiltshire’s finest land scapes. The £40m

budget allocated to the road was

transferred to the dualling of the railway

line between Swindon and Kemble.

It cost campaigners tens of thousands of

pounds to achieve this almost unprecedented vic tory.

A rare modal shift was affected of the kind foreseen but not achieved by John Prescott 

in the heady days of 1997. Money for a destructive road scheme had been switched 

to a rail improvement that had been awaiting financing for years but had not received 

the necessary prioritisa tion in a regional funding process domi nated by shire counties. 
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It was learned that old roads never die. They just lurk in the plan chests in Whitehall 

and county halls across the land, waiting for the next business-friendly government

to flash a war chest of blacktop gold with which to win the hearts and votes of

long-suffer ing and overtaxed motorists. 

In 2014, in uncanny echo of the earlier Tory splurge on road-building, the Chancellor 

of the Exchequer announced spending of £18bn on what spin doctors call ‘the biggest 

roads programme since the Romans’. He seems to have built a history bypass around 

the £23bn programme launched in 1989 - consisting of 470 schemes including 

150 bypasses - which ministers described as ‘the big gest since the Romans.’ That 

programme was based on the prediction that traffic would rise by 142 per cent over 

the next 30 years. The current one is based on the DfT predicted rise of 40 per cent 

over the next 40 years, another forecast of everlasting traffic growth.

So here we go again, another massive national programme of road construction, 

another round of consultation over the same old road schemes.

By refusing to acknowledge the role of Big Transport as the enabler of global

unsus tainability, governments and corporations can continue to work on the 

assumption that eternal growth in world trade will al ways be feasible. Even the 

most stupid government should be able to see that this model is destruc tive and 

unsustainable.

The 2014 UK coalition government (‘the greenest ever’) did not just ignore this 

constraint at the end of the game, it went out of its way in a time of supposed 

austerity to lavish money on making the mechanism of destruction go faster. It also 

seemed bent on removing any ob stacles that might obstruct new highways and 

other transport infrastructure: the as sessment of risks to biodiversity, fast tracked; 

the freedom of planners and objectors to argue that a road scheme would increase 

carbon emissions, removed; compliance with European biodiversity law, fudged by

a will ful misinterpretation of the Habitats Direc tive. 

Dr. Christopher Gillham has dissected with forensic preci sion all the reasons for not 

believing in a causal link between road investment and economic growth. As he

pointed out to the House of Commons Select Commit tee on transport no offi cial 

body has ever produced any evidence of a causal link between the two. 

The Sustainability Appraisal of Wiltshire’s ‘core strategy’ warned that the scale of 

residential and business development pro posed in West Wiltshire would generate so 

much traffic that the A350 route would eventually have to be dualled. This has not 

caused the council to modify but press ahead with its plan. In deed the prediction 

must have sounded like sweet music to councillors and trans port officers fixated for 

years on the vi sion of a fast highway between the M4 and the A36 route via Salisbury 

to the port of Southampton, labelled as a ‘European gateway’ in the LEP report 

Transport vi sion 2025.

The A36/A46 trunk road goes from the M27 near Southampton to the M4 north of 

Bath. The A46 section of the route is indeed unsuited to the role of trunk road. Severe 

environmental obsta cles prevent a direct link between the A36 and 46 across the 

flood plain of the Avon east of Bath. Plans for a fast highway from Bath to the M4 were 

withdrawn for envi ronmental reasons in the 1990s.

Substi tuting the A350 for this part of the A36/46 corridor would not help Wiltshire 

Council achieve a fast route to Southampton. The whole route is stacked with 

environmen tal obstacles. Those at Salisbury were de clared insuperable when the 

government scrapped the Salisbury bypass in 1997.

No one has asked us which we would prefer. Instead we have been asked which 

Zombie roads we would like to see brought back to life. It is a very dumb question.

 
Patrick Kinnersly is a founder member of the A36/A350 Corridor Alliance (ACA), formed in Salisbury, Wiltshire, in 

October 1993. He is Secretary of the White Horse Alliance which was established in the sum mer of 2007 to oppose 

the proposed West bury eastern bypass, a coalition of 13 organisations ranging from nation al NGOs, including 

Campaign for Better Transport, to regional and local bodies in cluding ACA, CBT and four parish councils. 
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Extract from “Disappearing Traffic?” by Dr. Rachel Aldred,

19 December 2015
Rachel Aldred is Senior Lecturer in Transport, University of Westminster 

For some time now there has been plenty of evidence, and an associated academic 

consensus, about the negative impacts of motor traffic on urban areas.

In 2002 28 Transport Professors wrote to the Secretary of State “We… share society’s 
widespread dissatisfaction with [transport’s] present quality, efficiency, equity and 
environmental impacts.”, confirming senior transport academics supported both 

investment and, most importantly, “priority allocation of road space” for public 

transport, walking and cycling. Without “active policy intervention to manage the 
demand for road space” they warned, government hopes for changes towards more 

sustainable travel behaviour would be dashed.

And they were right, as was Colin Buchanan when he warned in traffic in towns that 

historic town centres are not compatible with mass motorised urban mobility. But 

policy muddled along, failing to change inherited priorities, structures and funding 

that continued to favour motorised transport.

Official government committees have also provided evidence for a change in 

approach. The 1994 SACTRA report trunk roads and the generation of traffic 

established that the ‘induced traffic’ phenomenon (that building new road capacity 

generates more motor vehicle trips) was real and important. 

As David Metz has argued, improving capacity on ‘strategic’ roads like the M25 has 

often just encouraged short car trips within the local area, which in turn leads to the 

new capacity filling up, and longer distance traffic being delayed again. Congestion 

continues – with many other, arguably more important, problems (air pollution, noise 

pollution, severance, road danger) worsened.

Yet despite academics, and many practitioners, agreeing that building or widening 

roads is an expensive and often ineffective solution to congestion, ‘predict and 

provide’ (predict demand for roads, provide the capacity) continues, even if lip service 

is paid to sustainable transport.

Against all evidence to the contrary politicians still want to promise that building new 

roads, or widening existing ones, will ‘clear bottlenecks’ and ‘reduce congestion’ and 

unfortunately many of the tools still used in transport policy-making still support this 

position, forecasting incredible benefit-cost ratios for road schemes that in theory 

save thousands of motorists seconds on their journeys.

This is not just a UK problem. Petter Naess and colleagues (2014) wrote about how:

“Despite the fact that induced traffic has been understood theoretically for at least 
one-and-a-half centuries and demonstrated empirically in several studies over the 
latest eight decades, disregard or severe underestimation of induced traffic in the 
forecasting models used in infrastructure project evaluation is a quite widespread 
phenomenon internationally.’”

Key concepts have failed to make their way into policy and practice, into the tools and 

models that are used to justify investment. In the UK, this is despite the example of 

the capital city in which our Parliament is based. London’s transport system has many 

problems, not least from a cycling perspective, but the capital’s major and continuing 

shift away from the car towards more sustainable modes is a fantastic achievement 

and shows that change is possible (Fig. 11).

On to ‘Disappearing Traffic’. I have recently got hold of a copy of Sally Cairns, Carmen 

Hass-Klau, and Phil Goodwin’s 1998 report: traffic impact of Highway capacity 
reductions: a review of the evidence. 
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This evidence review is the companion to the SACTRA report, in that it examines cases 

where road capacity was taken away. While the SACTRA report showed that building 

new roads often does generate new traffic, the Cairns et al report – using a series of 

detailed case studies of road capacity reductions from across the world – showed the 

converse to be true.

Case-by-case outcomes vary substantially, but in many cases, when you reduce 

road capacity, existing motor traffic doesn’t all just find another route. Some of it 

‘disappears’, or ‘evaporates’.

This is anathema to many people, despite all the evidence. Traffic ‘disappears’ or 

‘evaporates’? How can that happen? It sounds odd because it doesn’t fit with the 

concepts we’ve inherited (including the concept of traffic itself ), which as Naess et al 

write, still dominate the way that people think about motor traffic.

The roots of transport as a discipline and policy area lie in engineering and economics. 

From the engineering side, we got the model of traffic as basically like water flowing 

down through a series of interlinked pipes. If one pipe is blocked, the water will follow 

a different route. Flow continues, it just diverts.

Fig. 11
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That concept shaped the development of transport modelling – which has assumed 

that basically, use of cars was externally determined: in the National Transport Model, 

by oil prices, incomes, and population. More people, with higher incomes, will lead 

to more car trips – better sort out some roads to deal with them now! (Incidentally, 

the extreme difficulty of doing that in London has pushed TfL to seek to improve 

provision for other modes; although also leading to some very odd tunnelling 

fantasies).

Of course, we should know, thanks to SACTRA and others, that building those new 

roads will most likely lead to more car use, and thanks to Cairns et al that alternatives 

are possible. However, the old paradigm persists and makes it hard for many people 

(including politicians and officers) to think differently.

This is compounded by the dominance in the UK of trip-based modelling, rather 

than activity-based modelling. Also in the longer-term, changes to transport systems 

can affect demand for services, which can change service provision, with feedback 

impacts on travel and on demand for transport. In much of the UK, the built 

environment has become designed around the assumption that everyone drives. 

So why do we assume that trips are fixed, that whatever happens these vehicles will 

all carry on piling onto the streets every day, searching out their destinations with the 

ruthlessness of a Terminator?

I think it’s part of the way in which we see ‘Traffic’ as something aside from people, 

something external that just happens and will carry on happening. Like the way 

in which ‘cars’ do things, rather than people in cars. But traffic is a result of people’s 

behaviour in constrained systems. It’s not external to us.  

Where road capacity declines, some people will need to, or choose to, continue 

making the same journeys even if they take longer, at least initially. But many 

motorised trips could change. When things change, sometimes, it can prompt our 

long-established routines to change as well.

Disappearing traffic isn’t magic. It’s people, deciding to try cycling or walking,

or public transport, because those options have become relatively more attractive 

than driving. Or people thinking maybe they could try going to different shops, or 

order something to be delivered. That possibly they should combine two destinations 

at the weekend rather than make separate trips. And a whole host of longer-term 

decisions, influenced by what kinds of things we might want to do, where and when.

Many trips don’t change when a car journey becomes a little more difficult – but 

some will. All these decisions then affect other people’s journeys, and the choices that 

those other people make, which all then affect the policy and infrastructure changes 

that will be possible down the line (or not), and the choices business owners and 

developers make, and then what individuals choose to do in response to what policy 

does and where services are.

Transport is a dynamic system where an apparent stability hides a constant state 

of flux. This is why, as Cairns et al point out, it’s very difficult to predict the impact a 

specific scheme will have on ‘traffic’; the extent to which people will shift modes,

and/or change trips, timings, activities and destinations. However, the case studies 

collated in their report do strongly suggest that reducing road capacity will lead to 

some level of traffic evaporation (for want of a better name). It’s a hopeful message: 

and one that needs to be heard.
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THE TRAFFIC INDUC TION C YCLEFig. 12

• In the short and medium term some people will simply use the time

 savings afforded by the new road to drive further, for example to

 a shopping centre.

• In the longer term the road will influence people’s locational decisions,

 particularly where they choose to live in relation to their work.

• Evidence suggests that some people will simply choose to travel further

 in the same time rather than ‘accept’ the time-saving on offer.

Source : Reclaiming city streets for people
European Commission, Directorate-General for the Environment

“Bath’s most congested and polluted route”
london road, lambridge, 

09:00 hrs, School Holiday, February 2016

WHAT ARE THE BEHAvIOURS?
WHAT ARE THE NEEDS?
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