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5  Call In - Sports Village Transformation (Pages 1 - 

84) 
A decision of Cabinet made on 17 January 2024 with regard to Sports Village 

Transformation has been called in. 
 
The Economy and Environment Overview and Scrutiny Committee is asked to 

consider the decision taken.  The details of the call in are attached along with 
the report considered by Cabinet and Supplementary Information. 
 

Appendix 3 (Supplementary Information) is ‘to follow’. 
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Shrewsbury Sports Village Transformation 
 Proposals for new fitness and pool facilities at Sundorne 

 

Economy and Environment Scrutiny Committee 

9th February 2024 

Councillor Rob Macey, Portfolio Holder Digital and Culture 

Jane Trethewey, Assistant Director Homes, and Communities 

 

Overview 
 

This report responds to the call-in submitted by Councillor Roger Evans on behalf of the Liberal 
Democrat Group on Shropshire Council, in respect of the Cabinet decision of 17th January 
2024 regarding Shrewsbury Sports Village (SSV) Transformation.  

 
The call-in asserts that the Cabinet decision made on 17th January is flawed for three reasons: 

 
1. The decision to consult on the SSV proposals is a reversal of the December 2020 

Policy to develop a pool at SSV followed by redevelopment of the Quarry; 
 

2. The scope of the public consultation is proposed only regarding a new pool at SSV 
but should be about both options. 

 
3. The report did not consider an option for the Smithfield development in the Town 

Centre. This development will have a leisure offer and some have suggested that 
a swimming pool and sports complex there would draw people into Shrewsbury 
and be attractive for those who would like to live in the town. 

 
These issues are discussed as follows: 
 
Issue 1 – Policy Decision  

 
The Cabinet recommendation and subsequent decision from 17th January states: 
 

3.1 Confirm that the previous decision made in December 2020 to develop a dual split site 
proposal, with new pools being developed at both the Quarry and SSV, is currently 
unaffordable and development of SSV needs to be prioritised, with a full assessment being 
undertaken in due course on the future options for the Quarry site.  

 
Councilor Evan’s call-in asserts that: 
 

In 3.1 there is a clear reversal of the policy agreed in December 2020 to develop a pool at 
SSV followed by redevelopment of the Quarry which is now described as unaffordable. The 
decision here is to go ahead with the development of a SSV Pool on its own and the 
abandonment of the intention to redevelop the Quarry Pool. 

 
The Policy Intent 
 
The policy intent presented at Cabinet on 17th January 2024 is to ensure both that there 
continues to be swimming provision in Shrewsbury in the future and that there is continuity of 
swimming provision whilst new facilities are developed. There is a pressing need for a 
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replacement facility to serve Shrewsbury and the surrounding area, and the effects of 
inflation mean any further delays will impact the affordability of this development.  
 
The Cabinet report was clear that a decision on the future of the Quarry has not been made 
and, whilst the option explored in Appendix 4 was currently considered unaffordable, the 
recommendations were explicit in committing to undertake an assessment of future options 
for the Quarry in due course. The reasons to prioritise Shrewsbury Sports Village are 
multifactored and include: 
 

1. The Quarry Swimming and Fitness Centre is end-of-life. 
2. The need for swimming provision to be carbon neutral. 
3. The need for phasing of a new pool – why Sports Village should come first. 
4. Promoting swimming lessons and facilities for families and children. 
5. Investing to make pools and fitness provision financially sustainable. 
6. Improving accessibility. 
7. Enabling swimming competitions. 

 
These reasons are elaborated as follows: 
 
The Quarry Swimming and Fitness Centre is end of life 

 
The Quarry Swimming and Fitness Centre is 55 years of age and is at the end of its 
operational life. This has been the primary reason over the last 13 years for seeking Council 
investment in new swimming provision for Shrewsbury. Deterioration is evident in many 
areas and exemplified by the recent extensive repair works to the main pool ceiling and 
ventilation systems, at a cost of more than £400,000, but necessary to ensure the main pool 
was safe for public use.  
 
The age and complexity of the building was one of the reasons the Council initially struggled 
to find a contractor who was willing to undertake the works. The risk of further significant 
building, plant and machinery failures and the need for further costly repairs is growing. The 
latest detailed condition survey by surveyors Faithful and Gould was updated in 2022 and 
reported £2.7m of immediate repairs and recommended further investigations in areas such 
as roof structures. Recent inspection by Council surveys have highlighted areas of concern 
which include issues with building movement, decay and poor condition of mechanical and 
electrical systems (see Annex 1).  Some examples are illustrated below: 
 

   

Decay of concrete wall 

panels 

Cracking and thermal 

movement of exterior 
rendering 

Step Cracking of end wall 
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In summary the Quarry facility is end of life and whist essential repairs have been completed 

in 2023 to make the building safe, significant issues remain and new swimming facilities are 

required to maintain swimming provision in Shrewsbury.  

 
The need to be carbon neutral 

 
The Quarry Swimming and Fitness Centre does not meet modern energy efficiency 
standards, and this combined with the fact it has a gas heating system, makes the current 
facility is one of the largest producers of carbon emissions in the council estate, second only 
to Shire Hall. When operating fully, the pool uses more than 3,500,000 kw hours of power 
and generates over 650,000 Kg of C02 per annum (See Annex 2). By contrast the new pool 
at Whitchurch will be very thermally efficient and is being developed with an all-electric 
solution which has the potential to be carbon neutral if the electricity is purchased from a 
renewable energy supplier.  
 
It is proposed that the new facilities at the Sports Village should be built to BREEAM 
Excellent standard and would be thermally efficient to minimise heat and energy loss. The 
aim would be to be carbon neutral in operation, and this would be achieved by the 
installation of an all-electric heating system supported by photo-voltaic cells and air source 
heat pumps. By being all electric the operator would be able to purchase power from a 
renewable energy supplier making the new facility carbon neutral in operation. In addition, 
the development at the Sports Village would allow new EV car charging points to be installed 
so visitors by electric car can also be carbon neutral.  
 
Phasing of a new Pool – why Shrewsbury Sports Village should come first 

 
If a new pool were developed first on the Quarry site this would require demolition and re-
development, meaning that there would be no swimming provision in the town for at least 2 
years. Prioritising a new build pool at the Sports Village is therefore necessary before any 
action is taken at the Quarry site to ensure there is continuity of swimming provision in 
Shrewsbury. 
 
It is correct that the Council decision in December 2020 was to investigate the feasibility of 

developing new pool facilities at both the Quarry and Sports Village sites with the Sports 

Village site being developed first to provide the continuity of pool provision. To this end, the 

Cabinet decision on 17th January 2024 seeks a new pool at the Sports Village. However, the 

Council wishes to take a phased and measured approach to these investments. This started 

in April 2020 by prioritising the development of a new pool in Whitchurch, now well advanced 

and on target to open to the public in Summer 2025. The Council wants next to prioritise the 

Sports Village and once this project is advanced, proposes to explore realistic and affordable 

options for the Quarry.  

 
Promoting swimming lessons and better facilities for families and children 

 
It is essential that all children are taught to swim and schools have a legal requirement to 
provide swimming lessons. The National Curriculum level 2 requires all school children to be 
able to swim 25m.  A good quality and easily accessible pool is essential to enable and 
encourage swimming and confidence in water. The Sports Village is easily accessible by 
school coaches and minibuses, will have more effective heating and easily assessable steps 
to a new studio training pool.   
 
The proposal for a studio pool with a moveable floor at Sports Village would enable 
swimming lessons for all abilities, with easy access and new changing rooms on poolside. 
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The addition of a party module to the moveable floor will also allow children’s parties to be 
organised strengthening the young peoples’ confidence and love of swimming and water. 
The proposal will have a sizeable café with good views of the studio pool and access to a 
soft play area which will appeal to parents. 
 
Investing to make pools and fitness provision financially sustainable 

 
It must be stressed that the development of Shrewsbury Sports Village is not just about 
modern swimming provision. The current facility is not financially viable due to the limited, 
sports-orientated facility mix. Investment is needed to diversify the activities available, such 
as better facilities for gym, dance, fitness, studio cycling and soft play, to make it more 
appealing to the wider public and attract more revenue. The Quarry Swimming and Fitness 
Centre and Shrewsbury Sport Village only operate now with significant financial subsidies 
from the Council. The levels of subsidy and other financial details have not been made 
publicly available due to commercial sensitivity. 
 
The need for a more diverse facility mix to serve the community more equitably is illustrated 
by the following extract from a survey by the Women in Sport Foundation. This shows the 
sport and fitness preferences for women and girls, with a strong preference for keep fit, gym, 
cycling, dance and swimming (See Annex 3): 
 

 
 

Women in Sport Foundation – Top 10 Preferred Sporting Activities for Women 
 
Improving accessibility 
 
In terms of disabled access, a new facility would meet disability access standards and 
provide much improved accessibility for people with disabilities. Notable improvements from 
the Sports Village proposals include: 
 

 Level site and single storey facility; 

 New disabled changing toilets and rooms and Changing Places facility 

 Easy access steps to both two new pools 
 Pool Pod for wheelchair users to access the pool 
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 Drowning detection system 

 Wellness studio to enable people with mobility issues to participate in exercise 
programmes.  

 
The Quarry site poses problems for people with disabilities, identified in the 2015 public 
consultation. The site is sloped, with limited disabled parking and built over several levels 
with limited disabled changing, no Changing Places facility and no easy access steps or 
Pool Pods.  
 
Enabling Swimming Competitions 
 
The Amateur Swimming Association has been pressing for a competition standard pool in 
Shropshire for many years. A new pool will enable the Council to meet the Swim England 
standards for competition pools, which would allow county standard competitions and galas 
to be organized in Shropshire. Currently swimming clubs in Shropshire must travel to 
Wolverhampton and Sandwell.  
 
The Sports Village site would provide the opportunity to develop such a facility which 
requires: 

- Precisely constructed 25.05 metre, 8 lane pool. 
- Space in the pool hall for 500 visitors (between 250 spectators and 250 competitors). 

- Raised end diving platforms. 
- Score board 
- Electrical timing infrastructure. 
- Easily accessible site with ample parking. 

 
In summary 

 
For swimming provision to be maintained, and be both financially and environmentally 
sustainable, investment needs to be made in a new pool and associated fitness centre as a 
priority. The Shrewsbury Sports Village site gives the best balance of phasing and 
accessibility for this purpose.  

 
Issue 2 – The Scope of the Consultation 
 
Councillor Evans’ call-in asserts that: 
 

However, in 3.2 the public consultation will only be about “development proposals for 
SSV”. Surely the consultation should be about whether the public want a new pool at 
Sundorne or the Quarry since there is only funding for one Pool. For this reason 
alone, this decision should be called in so that a proper consultation can be agreed 
about both options. 
 
The report also fails to acknowledge that in previous consultations there has been 
overwhelming support for the retention of a pool at The Quarry – close to 70% of 
respondents favoured this option. Past public support for the Quarry that has been 
clear in previous consultations should be made clear to members of the Cabinet, 
especially recently elected councillors from outside Shrewsbury, who may not be 
aware of the strong support that the Quarry received in the past. This is a second 
reason for the call-in. 

 
The Policy Intent of the Cabinet Report 
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The debate regarding the future of swimming provision in Shrewsbury goes back over 13 
years but has not previously yielded a viable and affordable solution. In that time the Quarry 
Swimming and Fitness Centre has continued to age and deteriorate, generating additional 
costs and significant carbon emissions, and any replacement facility has become 
increasingly costly due to inflation. The latest Cabinet report proposed a constructive way 
forward, to prioritise SSV for a new facility whilst acknowledging the public feeling for the 
Quarry site in stressing that no decision has been made on its future. An options appraisal 
for this will form a separate workstream and consultation in due course.   
 
Summary of the last public consultation  

 
In July 2014 Cabinet approved the commissioning of a feasibility study to look at options for 
replacing the Quarry pool. The study identified a range of options and sites for the future of 
Swimming in Shrewsbury which were put out to public consultation from 28 May 2015 to 30 
October 2015. The results were presented in a report by 4Global March 2016 (see Annex 4). 
The high-level results of this consultation are often quoted as showing overwhelming support 
for the Quarry site. However, the detail within the report shows that this is not so clear cut. 
 
The 1,467 completed responses to the consultation questionnaire which is quite high for a 
council consultation, albeit only 0.48% of the population (based on the 2011 census). Most 
responses were from Shrewsbury post codes, with the majority, 40%, being from the SY3 
post code. The report states (2.2.51) that “people based in SY1-5 and especially those in 
SY3 are significantly over-represented”, as can be seen from the graph below. 

 
Extract from SHREWSBURY SWIMMING POOL March 2016 by 4Global (page 15) 

 
 
A breakdown of the preferences from the 1,482 respondents showed 23.45% preferred 
Quarry pool refurbishment, 22.89% preferred a new pool on the Quarry site and 21.67% 
preferred to upgrade the Quarry. The value often quoted that that 68% preferred a Quarry 
based solution aggregates the results for these three different Quarry based options, but 
with no consensus on which option. The preference for an SSV development was the fourth 
preferred option backed by 16.54% of responses.  
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Extract from SHREWSBURY SWIMMING POOL March 2016 by 4Global (page 25) 

 
 
However, we know that respondents from SY3 are significantly overrepresented in the 
responses, and if the responses to the options are looked at by post code a less clear 
picture emerges. 
 

 
Extract from SHREWSBURY SWIMMING POOL March 2016 by 4Global (page 36) 

  
The results show that post codes in the South of Shrewsbury (SY2 and SY3) show a marked 
preference for a Quarry location – but those respondents in the North (SY1 and SY4) show a 
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marked preference for a Sports Village location. In fact, the responses for a new build at 
Sports Village by SY1 and SY4 respondents are significantly the most popular options.  
 
 

 
Extract from SHREWSBURY SWIMMING POOL March 2016 by 4Global (page 37) 

  
 
In summary respondents from the south of Shrewsbury preferred a Quarry location for a pool 
and people in the north preferred the Sports Village location. Regular swimmers preferred to 
see the Quarry refurbished, non-swimmers would prefer a new build at the Sundorne 
location. Responses by age also showed differing preferences with young people preferring 
dry side activities and 30-44 years being less interested in a town centre location. This is a 
complex set of issues and the report by 4Global made the following conclusions from looking 
at the detailed data: 
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Extract from SHREWSBURY SWIMMING POOL March 2016 by 4Global (page 44) 

 
Social media reaction 
 

There has been a strong but mixed social media reaction to the press coverage of the latest 
Cabinet decision and the associated call in. The Shropshire Star article on 10 January 2024 
reporting that the Cabinet was prioritising a new pool at the Sports Village received a strong 
positive reaction on Facebook; with 122 reactions: 95 positive and 23 negative (see below). 
Conversely, the Shropshire Star article on 26 January 2024 reporting the call-in and 
highlighting that the plans would receive further scrutiny also received a strong positive 
reaction on Facebook; with 125 reactions, 104 giving a positive reaction for the call-in and 
only 10 negative reactions. These examples further demonstrate the division in public 
opinion. 
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Copies of recent social media coverage and public reactions 

 
Summary 

 
The evidence shows that there are strong feelings for both retaining swimming at the Quarry 
and developing new facilities at the Sports Village. As described above, there is a need to 
prioritise the new swimming facilities at the Sports Village and the Cabinet report has 
recommended a consultation on these proposals. The questionnaire will assess how much 
support the public has for the proposal and will invite alternative views. It was stressed in the 
Cabinet report, however, that no decision has been made on the future of the Quarry. A full 
options appraisal will be conducted and consulted on once the SSV plans are underway.    
 
Issue 3 – Omission of Riverside as an option 
 

Councillor Evans’ call-in asserts that: 
 

A third reason for a call-in is an option that was not even considered in the report to 
Cabinet. At the core of the Smithfield development in the Town Centre will be a 
leisure offer and some have suggested that a swimming pool and sports complex on 
this site would draw people into town and also be attractive for those who would like 
to live in town. 

 
Historic options  
 
The report to Cabinet prioritised a new facility at SSV before committing to look at future 
options for the Quarry. This is consistent with the policy development over the past 10 years 
which has narrowed down the options to these two sites. At no time in recent years has the 
Council looked at an option to develop a new pool and fitness facilities at other sites such as 
the Riverside. Such a step would be a new policy direction and would further delay decision 
making.  
 
The last public consultation in 2015 consultation looked at several sites, including: 
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1. Refurbishing the Quarry 
2. Upgrading the Quarry 
3. New Build at the Quarry 
4. New Build at Clayton Way 
5. New build at Ellesmere Road 
6. New Build at Shrewsbury Sports Village 
7. New Build at London Road 

 
Neither the results of the consultation nor associated feasibility raised the prospect of 
Riverside offering an alternative site option.  
 
Feasibility considerations 

 
Previously the timescales for resolving new Swimming provisions were so far ahead of the 
Riverside planning that this option has not been considered. However, the delay to the 
decision on Swimming in Shrewsbury has meant that Riverside has partially caught up with 
the Swimming in Shrewsbury programme. Any proposal for a new pool and associated 
fitness provision at Riverside would be dependent upon feasibility reports, designs, business 
case approvals, planning approval and the phasing of other construction activities on the 
site, given the confined nature and restricted access to the site. This would add many years 
and additional costs to the swimming in Shrewsbury debate.   
 
Initial feedback from the Riverside project team raised several considerations: 
 

 Flood Risk - Riverside site sits within Flood Zone 3 and has poor ground conditions. 
A new facility on the site would need to be raised out of the flood zone adding 
significantly to the construction cost.  
 

 Aesthetics - The site is in a conservation area, and so it is important to create a 
massing and aesthetic that fits the Riverside. A pool tank raised above the flood zone 
will create large areas of façade. 
 

 Financial Viability – Swimming pools on their own are rarely financially viable and 
need to be developed alongside more financially viable uses such as gyms and 
studios. This would therefore take up a large footprint of the Riverside site. 
 

 Opportunity Cost - A swimming pool on Riverside would take up most of the Phase 1 
development area. Whilst Shropshire Council plans to anchor the development with 
the Multi Agency Hub, Plots 5 and 6 are currently intended to be private developer 
led. A swimming pool and associated fitness facilities would remove this opportunity 
and significantly impact upon the financial viability of Riverside proposals. 
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Conclusions 
 
The Cabinet report sought to address the pressing need to plan the replacement of 
Shrewsbury’s aging swimming facilities at the Quarry. It recognized that there is strong 
support for the Quarry site and made clear that no decision was being made about the future 
of the Quarry. But if swimming provision is to be maintained and be financially and 
environmentally sustainable investment needs to be made in a new Pool and associated 
fitness centre as a priority – the Sundorne site provided the best balance of phasing and 
accessibility for this purpose.  
 
The last public consultation on Swimming in Shrewsbury was held in 2015 and showed 
strong feelings for both retaining swimming at the Quarry and developing new facilities at the 
Sports Village. For this reason, the Cabinet report recommended a revised consultation on 
the proposal to prioritize the Sports Village. The questionnaire will assess how much support 
the public has for the proposal and will invite alternative views.  
 
The debate about how and where to locate future swimming provision has run for over 13 
years and has narrowed down the debate to two sites – the Quarry and Sports Village. It 
would be retrogressive to re-open the debate again by looking at the Riverside development 
at this stage. The compound effects of inflation over this time have doubled the costs of new 
facilities. A further delay to the decision risks the Council losing the opportunity to develop a 
new pool which would meet the needs of Shrewsbury and the County for the next 40 years.    
 
The Committee is asked to look at the evidence and reaffirm the decisions made at Cabinet 
on 17th December 2023 that were to: 

   

3.1. Confirm that the previous decision made in December 2020 to develop a dual split 
site proposal, with new pools being developed at both the Quarry and SSV, is 
currently unaffordable and development of SSV needs to be prioritised, with a full 
assessment being undertaken in due course on the future options for the Quarry 
site.   

   

3.2. Authorise an 8-week public consultation on the development proposals for SSV, 
including a competition standard pool and studio pool and improvements to the 
fitness centre.   

   

3.3. Agree that once the public consultation is completed, the results are to be reported 
back to Cabinet and then Full Council for a decision on whether to amend the 
proposals and/ or to proceed with the capital funding for the design and construction 
of the SSV facilities.   

 
Annexes: 
 

1. Summary report on the Condition of the Quarry Pool 
2. Calculation of Carbon emissions (Quarry, Sports Village and Proposal) 
3. Fact Sheet – Women Sport and Fitness Foundation 
4. SHREWSBURY SWIMMING POOL – Consultation results - March 2016 by 4Global 
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Annex 1 - Quarry Swimming & Fitness Centre 

Condition 

Summary of Key Issues relating to the Faithful & Gould Condition 

Survey Report (Updated 2022) and PSG building surveys. 

Conclusion – the report concludes with the statement: 

The report concludes that “The Quarry Pools & Fitness Centre (as previously reported in 

2014 & 2019) is coming to the end of its usable life”.   

Note: In 2023 all the Health and Safety Priority 1 issues from the report were addressed in 

the repair programme – and these are highlighted in bold and costed in excess of £400,000. 

The following sections summarise the key findings and open issues with the Quarry 

buildings.  

 

Building Structure 

The Quarry Swimming & Fitness Centre is constructed from a variety of construction types 

originating in 1864, with extensive demolition rebuilding & enlargement taking place in the 

1960’s, & was refurbished in the mid 1990’s. 

There are numerous local defects throughout the building as follows: 

 Recently removed the maintenance gantry/walkways, ventilation ducting & ceiling 

grid above the Quarry Pool, due to extensive corrosion within the supporting steel 

work/steel elements.  Corrosion of metallic components within the building caused by 

the chlorine being present in the pool water, older steel materials which aren’t 

resistant & will be subject to ongoing maintenance costs. 

 Structure engineer (Thomas Consulting) recommended further investigations to 
determine the extent of corrosion to the Quarry Hall roof steelwork – now complete.  

 Part of the diving platform structure has recently been removed & encasement works 

carried out due to corrosion. 

 Structure engineer (Thomas Consulting) have recommended to undertake a detailed 

investigations to determine the nature of the concrete & wood-wool slabs roof deck 

construction, to the lower roof sections.  As movement has been detected within the 

insulation boards, which are deteriorating & curling up, joints in the insulation boards 

have opened up, with significant plant growth present, damaged to the ballast layer in 

numerous locations, with a limited life span of the waterproof membrane which will 

need replacing in the short term. 

 Specialist (Faithful & Gould) recommended to undertake further investigations 

(opening-up) to determine the cause of the extensive cracking to the north elevation 

of the Quarry Pool.  It is more than likely to relate to a lack of adequate expansion 

joints/poor detailing, to compensate for differential movement between the block 

cavity walls & steel supporting columns, or the horizontal cracking in the external 

blockwork could be a result of the corrosion of wall ties. 

 Corrosion of the steel roof trusses over Claremont & Priory Pools, which requires 

cleaning & treatment to prevent further corrosion. 
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 Corrosion of the concrete slab soffits in the Plant Room, due to the steel 

reinforcement being exposed to chlorides, caused the concrete to spall.  Detailed 

investigation is required to establish the extent of the corrosion.  

 Further investigations recommended to the boxed steelwork beams in the Plant 

Room, to determine the extent of corrosion & necessary treatment. 

 The building envelope is poor in terms of thermal efficiency compared to modern 

standards, therefore not very energy efficient. 

 Leak noted to Claremont Pool seeping into undercoft. 

Building Envelope 

Damaged to fibre cement fascia panels (may contain asbestos) & one section is missing.   

The render finishes are in a poor state of condition, being blown (debonded from the 

substrate) & cracked, throughout the building & needs to be replaced.  Water is penetrating 

the render & is impacting upon internal finishes, causing plaster to debond. 

Further investigation is required to the render which has failed over the concrete framing 

members, as cracking may permeate through the structural frame.  Localised concrete 

spalling is present, which suggests corrosion of the steel reinforcement, this is normally due 

to a lack of adequate concrete cover to the reinforcement.  Further investigates are required 

to establish the cause of the concrete spalling. 

Localised stepped over vertical cracking in the brickwork throughout the building, which most 

likely relates to the lack of expansion joints or possible corrosion of wall ties, or lack of.  This 

clearly illustrates movement within the superstructure.  Recommend further opening to 

establish the condition of existing wall ties & monitor the cracks for potential progress 

movement, if appropriate structural repairs using stitch tie repairs will be required. 

The brickwork generally is deteriorating at ground level is considered in a poor state of 

condition.  The mortar joints have weathered & requires repointing.  

Incidents of the phenolic resin cladding panel soffits falling off from high level, due to the 

corrosion of mild steel screw fixings, which have previously been replaced with stainless 

steel screws.  This was caused by the presence of chlorine in the Quarry Pool.   

Timber louvres are in poor condition with low level framing members suffering from timber 

decay, with localised missing or decade slats & the finish to protect the timber has failed.  

Timber doors are in a poor condition, suffering from decay or damage, H&S issues with the 

glazing, see section below. 

Glazing 

Cladtech Associates Limited (independent specialist) have carried out a report on the 

condition of the existing glass & glazing.  Their findings are summarised below. 

The existing curtain walling system dates to the early 1960s & doesn’t include drainage 

facilities within the system.  They rely on glazing compounds to seal the double-glazed units 

& prevent water ingress.  The lack of drained & ventilated curtain/window system greatly 

reduces the life expectancy of the double-glazed units (e.g., will only last less than 5 years) 

& will accelerate failure rate of replacement units.  The existing system is not fit for purpose. 

The double-glazed units incorporate 12-16mm wide cavity spacers, combined with solid 

framing system are considered poor in terms of thermally efficiency, when compared to 

modern standards. 
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Total of 9 double glazed units are fractured with cracks either in the outer or inner panes. – 

The units on the southern elevation have now been replaced. 

Total of 23 double glazed units have failed, (no longer hermetically sealed [i.e., they have 

misted up internally due to the formation of initial condensation]), some are replacement 

units. 

Localised failure of the external glazing beads, due to detachment of the clips that hold them 

in place.  Sealant has been applied locally to prevent by the application of sealant 

(considered a temporary repair temporary repair).  These beads are considered dangerous 

when they become loose when located above pedestrian areas. 

Monthly precautionary inspections on H&S grounds, are taking place of the fenestrations, to 

monitor the potential for further detachment of the glazing beads.  Ongoing cost to resecure 

the beads. 

The internal & external glazing compounds are considered in a poor condition, they’ve 

hardened & become friable in numerous locations.  This will allow water ingress from rain & 

condensation, due to a lack of drainage, the standing water will reduce the life expectancy & 

increase failure in the units. 

The glazed facades to the Quarry Pool & associated areas have reached the end of their 

service life & require complete replacement, with a modern thermally broken, drained & 

ventilated curtain walling system.  It would cost £276,000.00 to replace the glazing to the 

Quarry Pool alone. 

Internal 

Finishes are generally in a poor condition, subject to general wear and tear, and water 

damage / deterioration. 

The high chlorinated & humid swimming pool atmosphere has deteriorated the internal 

finishes, as well as metallic elements, which are suffering from heavy corrosion.  The tiled 

floor covering area in a poor condition & need replacing.  See H&S comments below. 

Wall finishes are suffering from water damage below the high-level windows causing the 

plaster finishes to deboned & fail.  Wall tile finishes have also debonded & cracked with 

corrosion forming around edge beads & the like. 

The medical room, staff changing areas & upper staff offices are in a poor state of condition, 

suffering from a severe deterioration of finishers, fixtures & fittings.  These areas need 

extensive work & investment to upgrade to modern acceptable facilities.  Other staff 

accommodation areas to the upper ground floor, have degraded due to the highly 

chlorinated & humid atmosphere, which lead to severe damage to plaster and decorative 

reveals.  

Internal finishes to various circulation spaces & spectator seating are tired & suffering from 

general wear & tear, with isolated damage. 

The floor & wall covering in the main reception area are in a poor state of condition, with low 

level water damage to plastered finishes.  The reception counter does not meet current 

Building Regulations standards or Equality Act 2010, as it does not provide facilities for 

wheelchair or ambulant disabled users. 

The catering kitchen & café are in need a full refurbishment. 
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The spa facilities are in a poor condition, with wall/floor tiles having numerous ill matching 

replacement and grouting has failed and cracked, these need to be replaced throughout.  

The timber cladding panels within the Sauna area are damaged & suffering from decay.  

Also, the steam room is also damaged in part & needs refurbishing.  The textured ceiling in 

these areas need to be replaced due to corrosion & salt staining, as a consequence of 

chlorinated water purging through the deck from above.  

Poor falls in the floor finishes in the changing areas, leading to standing water, which has 

caused decay or corrosion of low-level fixings.  Finishes throughout the changing room 

areas are suffering from general wear & tear with isolated damage, such as cracked tiles 

etc.. 

Plant room areas in a poor condition, with severely degraded finishes and suffering from 

general damage & spalling, numerous repairs are required.   

Door sets throughout the centre are in a poor condition, suffering from mechanical damage 

& timber decay, & need replacing throughout. 

Fire Safety 

Wet rot & decay to fire doors located in wet areas, (e.g., changing rooms, pool areas etc.), 

which has compromised smoke/intumescent seals & the fire performance of the door sets.  

Generally, the doors to the centre are generally worn & ill fitted & comprise the building 

compartmentation strategy. 

Lack of compartmentation between the basement & ground floor, which is effectively one 

zone.  High risk of combustion associated with the plant room. 

The current design for the escape routes is inadequate (e.g., lacks refuge points).  

There were no automated fire rated shutter (linked to the fire alarm system) between the 

kitchen facilities & the café servery area. – Fire rated shuttering has now been installed . 

Noncompliant fire door fitted to the plant room. 

Distribution board in the Kitchen is non-IP rated & needs to be replaced. 

Health & Safety 

The glazing to the spectator areas was considered ‘at risk’ under Regulation 14 of the 

Workplace (Health, Safety & Welfare) Regulations 1992.  As the glazing is not toughened or 

laminated & should be replaced.  All spectator  glazing has now been retrospectively 

laminated and fixings repaired. There is cracked or damaged glazing (e.g., door, screens 

etc.) throughout the property, which should be replaced.  

Asbestos containing materials are present within the 1960’s elements of the building.  The is 

an ongoing risk of managing potential damage and contamination from future maintenance 

or refurbishment works. 

Health risks and risks of slips & falls due to the severely worn floor finishes to swimming pool 

areas, with enamel surfaces being significantly eroded, which allows algae to form.  There 

are also damaged & cracked floor surfaces which may cause injury to bare feet. 

Health risks associated with the poor condition of the wall coverings, with blown & corroded 

finishes to most locations, increasing mould grow within crevices to textured coatings. 

Risk of sudden failure of the barriers/guarding around pool areas due to severe corrosion. 
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There are areas of raised & uneven paving to pedestrian areas, which cause a potential trip 

hazard. 

Lack of adequate changing facilities for disabled users, existing facilities are considered 

inadequate compared to modern standards. 

Mechanical and Electrical systems and plant: 

All major items and M&E plant have reached the end of their economic and recommended 

lifespans. Replacing these systems whilst keeping the centre operational will add to the 

complexity and costs. 

The installed boilers are now 31 years old and now considered life expired, along with 

associated pumps and controls. The free standing flue stack is noted as suffering from 

corrosion at its base. 

The low temperature hot water heating system throughout the building which used to serve 

radiators is no longer functional owing to large sections of pipework and emitters being 

removed due to corrosion and leaks. The building space heating is now only served from 

tempered air delivered by the building air handling units. This is noted as causing issues with 

damp in certain areas of building. 

All ventilation plant is noted as being life expired and in poor condition. Whilst recent works 

have addressed the extensively corroded ductwork to the main Quarry Pool, the actual air 

handling units themselves along with their associated inverter drives, and controls remain in 

poor condition. There is a noted system design issue with the ventilation to the Priory, 

Claremont and Learner Pools, with poor air flow causing air quality issues. The air handling 

units serving these areas in particular are noted as having corroded and blocked heat 

exchangers. 

Pool filtration systems are in need of overhaul, and associated plantroom wide pipework, 

valves and controls in need of replacement. Chlorine chemical dosing systems are noted as 

in poor condition and in need of replacement. 

Comfort cooling plant in certain areas is noted as running on R22 refrigerant and will require 

replacement once any refrigerant leaks. 

The main electrical switchgear original and considered life expired. General LV wiring and 

distribution, whilst currently serviceable is life expired and at risk of failure. 

The lift plant is noted as in need of major refurbishment / replacement. 
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Annex 2 - Power Usage, Energy Costs and CO2 Emissions
Quarry and Shrewsbury Sports Village

Quarry Site Year Total KWh
Total CO2 

Kg
Cost £ pa

Total gas & electric 2014 3,835,689            709,173      £274,564
Total gas & electric 2015 3,484,487            644,904      £257,388
Total gas & electric 2016 3,399,456            629,181      £251,289
Total gas & electric 2017 3,396,181            628,568      £250,959
Total gas & electric 2018 3,596,067            664,736      £255,803
Total gas & electric 2019 3,461,434            639,837      £246,088
Total gas & electric 2020 1,500,129            276,730      £99,875
Total gas & electric 2021 2,656,590            489,968      £175,713
Total gas & electric 2022 2,998,595            553,613      £205,143

3,528,886           652,733      £256,015

Shrewsbury Sports 
Village

Year Total KWh
Total CO2 

Kg
Cost £ pa

Total gas & electric 2014 1,302,966            243,974      £130,133
Total gas & electric 2015 1,264,751            236,729      £125,235
Total gas & electric 2016 1,150,231            215,547      £116,938
Total gas & electric 2017 1,245,170            232,439      £115,800
Total gas & electric 2018 1,163,629            217,367      £110,004
Total gas & electric 2019 1,203,334            224,430      £109,512
Total gas & electric 2020 721,517               134,590      £65,932
Total gas & electric 2021 1,086,945            203,263      £105,407
Total gas & electric 2022 1,043,399            194,525      £94,041

1,221,680           228,414      £117,937

4,750,566           881,148      £373,952

Forecast Usage for Transformed Sports Village
Based on all electric - sourced from Carbon Neutral supplier

Total KWh
Total CO2 

Kg pa
Cost £ pa Forecasting Assumptions

1,221,680            228,414      £117,937

1,021,997            -               £177,316 Assumption Kg CO2 / KWh Wholesale Cost
2,243,677           228,414      £295,254 Gas CO2 Emission Factor  0.183 4.34 pence per KWh

Electric CO2 Emission Factor  0.193 17.35 Pence per KWh

Savings - Total KWh
Total CO2 

Kg pa
Cost £ pa Averages calculated between 2014-2019 when all Quarry Pools open and pre-pandemic

2,506,889            652,733      78,699       Energy price comparisons  are based on current average retail price - in March 2023
53% 74% 21% * Forecast energy demand for SSV proposed extension calculated by CPB ME Design Consultants 10th March 2023

Carbon Factors taken from Carbon Trust - BEIS greenhouse gas conversion factors for company reporting, June 2022
Fuel Costs based on 'Prices of fuels purchased by non-domestic consumers in the United Kingdom excluding/including CCL (QEP 3.4.1 and 3.4.2)'

Forecast Usage for Transformed Sports Village large premises and based on the 2022 second quarter figures from table 3.4.2 which includes the Climate Change Levy.

Based on Gas and electric option
Total KWh

Total CO2 
Kg pa

Cost £ pa

1,221,680            228,414      £117,937
1,021,997            197,245      £177,316

2,243,677           425,659      £295,254

Transformed SSV

Total

Existing Sports Village (average)
Proposed Transformation at SSV*

Transformed SSV

Existing Sports Village (average)

Proposed Transformation at SSV*
Total

Forecast Annual Savings
Percentage savings

Quarry Average (2014-19)

SSV Average (2014-19)

Combined Quarry & SSV Average 

 -
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Savings - Total KWh
Total CO2 

Kg pa
Cost £ pa

2,506,889            455,488      £78,699

53% 52% 21%

Assumptions CO2 Wholesale Cost KWh Kg CO2 Cost £ pa

Gas CO2 Emission Factor  0.203 Kg/kWh 0.183 4.34 pence per KWh Run Rate (Mean 2014-2019) 3,528,886   652,733         256,015        

Electric CO2 Emission Factor  0.527 Kg/kWh 0.193 17.35 Pence per KWh Standard Deviation 152,493      27,976           9,059             

95% Confidence limits 122,018      22,385           7,249             

Quarry JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC Year Total KWh Total CO2 Kg Cost £ pa
Total Power KWh 

2014
374,209                       358,752  352,514               284,217      274,054     215,840   195,504   219,111   210,254   256,520     275,662   819,052   2014 3,835,689   709,173         274,564        

Total Power KWh 
2015

328,260                       353,125  367,342               303,912      284,314     235,007   223,336   227,420   255,265   285,294     311,233   309,979   2015 3,484,487   644,904         257,388        

Total Power KWh 
2016

358,424                       348,523  361,849               321,426      261,786     214,956   208,125   208,548   210,872   281,434     324,771   298,741   2016 3,399,456   629,181         251,289        

Total Power KWh 
2017

329,716                       312,598  337,403               297,166      255,267     215,885   214,937   229,854   251,760   273,135     323,735   354,725   2017 3,396,181   628,568         250,959        

Total Power KWh 
2018

314,010                       367,191  408,551               331,133      276,508     215,712   193,103   229,493   263,008   316,091     338,572   342,697   2018 3,596,067   664,736         255,803        
Quarry 
Pool 
Drained & 

Total Power KWh 
2019

382,027                       311,012  335,088               295,210      274,129     241,429   198,144   210,510   239,036   298,778     330,786   345,286   2019 3,461,434   639,837         246,088        

Total Power KWh 
2020

347,568                       274,688  244,139               71,632        2,850         2,666       2,639       2,954       23,493     120,993     158,411   248,097   2020 1,500,129   276,730         99,875           
Site Shut 
for Covid 
19

Total Power KWh 
2021

179,806                       134,675  155,006               204,284      229,581     211,812   193,588   201,762   215,889   276,182     307,503   346,503   2021 2,656,590   489,968         175,713        

Total Power KWh 
2022

353,035                       309,836  319,146               292,546      257,385     220,352   191,355   174,726   163,567   193,604     236,940   286,104   2022 2,998,595   553,613         205,143        

Quarry JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC Year Year Total Total CO2 Kg Cost £ pa

Gas kWh 2013 312707 299225 318617 292713 244234 176300 125603 133366 157130 174462 260552 275983 2770892

Gas kWh 2014 304469 290242 280514 215717 202124 148480 125254 148884 141422 187200 207392 753132 2014     3,004,829           548,501          130,410 

Gas kWh 2015 259873 288591 301752 236162 215664 167677 153136 155830 186415 214484 243833 245069 2015     2,668,487           487,106          115,812 

Gas kWh 2016 291564 286253 295049 254566 194576 148916 138695 138918 143372 215074 259821 235171 2016     2,601,976           474,965          112,926 

Gas kWh 2017 267276 250758 267853 228896 184907 150995 145937 159924 184130 206285 258785 294395 2017     2,600,141           474,630          112,846 

Gas kWh 2018 258940 312481 341741 262603 208588 151452 126643 162503 197738 250321 274862 281607 2018     2,829,477           516,493          122,799 

Gas kWh 2019 317197 256112 273348 236100 212249 180829 134424 146880 178226 234988 269496 284756 2019     2,724,604           497,349          118,248 

Quarry Swimming & Fittnes Centre Utility Consumption

Percentage savings

Forecast Annual Savings
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Gas kWh 2020 285259 234446 202613 59658 0 0 0 0 13907 88662 137940 210394 2020     1,232,881           225,050            53,507 
Site Shut 
for Covid 
19

Gas kWh 2021 160875 121370 141351 174755 189920 167956 144931 154386 163407 222119 256523 294610 2021     2,192,203           400,165            95,142 
AHU's run for longer at 100% for Covid 19

Gas kWh 2022 299891 261376 264984 240381 204307 169855 140180 126899 122163 152195 196059 243795 2022     2,422,086           442,128          105,119 

Quarry JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC Year Year Total Total CO2 Kg Cost £ pa

Day Elec kWh 
2013 55600 55600 55650 56310 56040 54130 56320 54780 52390 56070 54640 55110 662640

Day Elec kWh 
2014 55600 55600 57140

53180 56050 53230 55320 55343 53698 54280 54510 52250 2014        656,200           126,896          113,851 

Day Elec kWh 
2015 55548 52441 53140

53740 54840 53130 55770 56710 54400 56320 54740 52380 2015        653,159           126,308          113,323 

Day Elec kWh 
2016 54030 50680 54160

53090 53330 52420 54920 55130 52600 52350 52380 50990 2016        636,080           123,005          110,360 

Day Elec kWh 
2017

50430 48920 55120 52330 54440 50180 53860 53340 52740 52580 51750 48330 2017        624,020           120,673          108,267 

Day Elec kWh 
2018

43490 43400 53180 52840 52760 50180 52350 52450 50840 51420 51410 48860 2018        603,180           116,643          104,652 

Day Elec kWh 
2019

51830 44290 49620 46300 48530 47670 50010 50120 47300 50020 49010 48410 2019        583,110           112,762          101,170 

Day Elec kWh 
2020

49840 31076 31761 8635 2309 2184 2064 2397 7668 24438 15202 28865 2020        206,438             39,921            35,817 
Site Shut 
for Covid 
19

Day Elec kWh 
2021

13980 9592 9883 22567 30424 34053 38681 37926 41424 42557 40502 40817 2021        362,405             70,082            62,877 
AHU's run for longer at 100% for Covid 19

Day Elec kWh 
2022

42180 38300 42654 41043 42088 40103 40518 36728 31804 32176 31739 32308 2022        451,639             87,338            78,359 

Quarry JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC Year Year Total Total CO2 Kg Cost £ pa

Night Elec kWh 
2013 13280 12450 13300 14970 15720 14330 15490 14500 14420 15560 14220 13990 172230

Night Elec kWh 
2014 14140 12910 14860

15320 15880 14130 14930 14885 15135 15040 13760 13670 2014 174660             33,776            30,304 

Night Elec kWh 
2015 12839 12092 12450

14010 13810 14200 14430 14880 14450 14490 12660 12530 2015 162841             31,490            28,253 

Night Elec kWh 
2016 12830 11590 12640

13770 13880 13620 14510 14500 14900 14010 12570 12580 2016 161400             31,212            28,003 

Night Elec kWh 
2017

12010 12920 14430 15940 15920 14710 15140 16590 14890 14270 13200 12000 2017 172020             33,265            29,845 

Night Elec kWh 
2018

11580 11310 13630 15690 15160 14080 14110 14540 14430 14350 12300 12230 2018 163410             31,600            28,352 

Night Elec kWh 
2019

13000 10610 12120 12810 13350 12930 13710 13510 13510 13770 12280 12120 2019 153720             29,726            26,670 

Night Elec kWh 
2020

12469 9165 9765 3339 541 482 575 557 1918 7892 5270 8838 2020 60811             11,760            10,551 
Site Shut 
for Covid 
19

Night Elec kWh 
2021

4952 3712 3772 6962 9236 9802 9976 9451 11058 11506 10478 11076 2021 101982             19,721            17,694 
AHU's run for longer at 100% for Covid 19

Night Elec kWh 
2022

10964 10160 11508 11122 10990 10394 10657 11098 9600 9233 9142 10001 2022 124869             24,147            21,665 
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Assumptions CO2 Wholesale Cost KWh Kg CO2 Cost £ pa

Gas CO2 Emission Factor  0.203 Kg/kWh 0.183 4.34 pence per KWh Run Rate (Mean 2014-2019) 1,221,680   228,414         117,937        

Electric CO2 Emission Factor  0.527 Kg/kWh 0.193 17.35 Pence per KWh Standard Deviation 54,506         10,255           7,544             

95% Confidence limits 43,613         8,205              6,037             

SSV JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC Year Total KWh Total CO2 Kg Cost £ pa
Total Power KWh 

2014
149,065                       196,502  157,060               117,674      90,502       60,207     60,715     71,060     63,477     94,466       127,484   114,753   2014 1,302,966   243,974         130,133        

Total Power KWh 
2015

169,662                       169,450  160,387               124,811      91,351       75,448     49,813     50,768     52,623     92,906       117,478   110,054   2015 1,264,751   236,729         125,235        

Total Power KWh 
2016

147,715                       135,766  135,617               100,678      78,225       57,433     55,159     50,178     50,563     68,989       128,703   141,204   2016 1,150,231   215,547         116,938        

Total Power KWh 
2017

177,504                       148,057  131,764               110,956      74,727       50,859     44,587     54,922     75,132     82,913       126,642   167,109   2017 1,245,170   232,439         115,800        

Total Power KWh 
2018

162,224                       163,392  171,091               96,496        53,034       44,451     41,875     44,673     47,896     75,988       126,295   136,213   2018 1,163,629   217,367         110,004        

Total Power KWh 
2019

163,856                       151,422  160,309               121,638      78,352       49,542     39,473     43,813     53,268     104,425     121,380   115,857   2019 1,203,334   224,430         109,512        

Total Power KWh 
2020

134,330                       121,374  112,554               6,521           5,880         5,022       16,378     39,425     46,298     72,292       34,943     126,500   2020 721,517      134,590         65,932           

Total Power KWh 
2021

78,940                         118,995  86,250                 119,666      119,430     59,601     52,829     54,101     53,728     74,453       131,002   137,951   2021 1,086,945   203,263         105,407        

Total Power KWh 
2022

163,424                       139,572  117,446               80,517        54,269       37,332     37,285     37,453     52,020     71,732       105,570   146,780   2022 1,043,399   194,525         94,041           

SSV JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC Year Total Total CO2 Kg Cost £ pa
Gas kWh 2013 68618 47520 163235 104474 77761 32596 15382 9957 28878 41604 73150 76544 739721
Gas kWh 2014 99785 148042 104440 67254 47642 20617 10725 23040 12067 45726 81534 76493 737366           134,599            32,002 
Gas kWh 2015 116672 122660 108537 79801 48281 32193 9208 8918 11453 44456 72248 69624 724051           132,168            31,424 
Gas kWh 2016 98215 89646 89247 59148 37325 16183 12609 11258 11503 24649 83863 101454 635101           115,931            27,563 
Gas kWh 2017 128574 102757 84394 74376 39787 19659 17447 18302 35472 40853 82452 126389 770460           140,640            33,438 
Gas kWh 2018 113521 117805 123227 58946 21062 13465 9674 13911 16903 37913 82530 97316 706273           128,923            30,652 
Gas kWh 2019 120162 109565 116143 87995 47773 23665 11209 9784 19513 62434 78630 76126 762999           139,278            33,114 
Gas kWh 2020 89573 82106 82106 1048 0 0 3477 13597 20262 39765 24833 98660 455427             83,134            19,766 
Gas kWh 2021 63812 91029 54864 81455 71755 16038 8638 9497 11449 41055 88734 101015 639341           116,705            27,747 
Gas kWh 2022 121381 100024 78591 54474 28212 13661 13503 9731 23838 40256 71762 113194 668628           122,051            29,018 

SSV JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC Year Total Total CO2 Kg Cost £ pa
Day Elec kWh 

2013 44000 43000 73200 36500 35100 29800 27000 29900 32500 39100 18200 16300 424600

Day Elec kWh 
2014 44000 41300 44700

42700 35100 32000 41600 40500 42800 41500 40100 35300 481600             93,132            83,558 

Day Elec kWh 
2015

43900 41200
45600

38300 36500 36550 34150 36040 35460 42250 40000 35200 465150             89,951            80,704 

Day Elec kWh 
2016 43800 41100 40900

35600 34800 35200 36800 33500 33800 38400 39900 35100 448900             86,808            77,884 

Day Elec kWh 
2017 43700 41000 42600 31200 29400 26400 23100 30900 34000 37200 39800 35000 414300             80,117            71,881 

Day Elec kWh 
2018

43636 40968 42346 33377 27659 25597 27224 27019 27366 34293 39712 34099 403294             77,989            69,972 

Day Elec kWh 
2019

39504 37357 39136 29018 26066 23141 25264 30440 30243 38668 39623 35973 394432             76,275            68,434 

Shrewsbury Sports Village  Power Consumption
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Day Elec kWh 
2020

41448 36584 27674 3874 4050 3613 10778 22525 22923 28695 8216 24572 234951             45,435            40,764 

Day Elec kWh 
2021

11533 23215 25940 32783 41384 39042 39554 40798 39161 30884 39629 34040 397962             76,958            69,046 

Day Elec kWh 
2022

39346 37017 35778 24276 24148 21133 19939 24346 25777 29275 31495 30704 343236             66,375            59,551 

SSV JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC Year Total Total CO2 Kg Cost £ pa
Night Elec kWh 

2013 4200 4140 4770 5660 4340 4390 4350 4340 4680 5750 5420 5410 57450

Night Elec kWh 
2014 5280 7160 7920

7720 7760 7590 8390 7520 8610 7240 5850 2960 84000             16,244            14,574 

Night Elec kWh 
2015

9090 5590
6250

6710 6570 6705 6455 5810 5710 6200 5230 5230 75550             14,610            13,108 

Night Elec kWh 
2016 5700 5020 5470

5930 6100 6050 5750 5420 5260 5940 4940 4650 66230             12,808            11,491 

Night Elec kWh 
2017 5230 4300 4770 5380 5540 4800 4040 5720 5660 4860 4390 5720 60410             11,682            10,481 

Night Elec kWh 
2018

5068 4619 5518 4174 4313 5390 4977 3743 3627 3782 4053 4799 54062             10,454               9,380 

Night Elec kWh 
2019

4190 4501 5030 4625 4514 2737 3000 3589 3512 3322 3127 3758 45904               8,877               7,964 

Night Elec kWh 
2020

3309 2684 2774 1599 1830 1409 2123 3303 3113 3833 1893 3269 31139               6,022               5,403 

Night Elec kWh 
2021

3595 4751 5446 5428 6292 4521 4637 3806 3118 2514 2638 2896 49642               9,600               8,613 

Night Elec kWh 
2022

2696 2530 3077 1767 1909 2539 3842 3375 2405 2201 2313 2882 31536               6,098               5,471 
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Just 5.6 % of all club 

members are women 

64% of female 

footballers are satisfied 

with their experience 

91,800 

women would like to 

do more 

The number of 

women who take 

part at least once 

a month 

252,000 

% of women who take 

part at least once a 

month % 
1.2 

There are 12 men for 

every 1 woman 

taking part 

1 in 7 female  

footballers come 

 from a BME  

community 

Football factsheet 
Football is the most popular team sport for women 

October 2012 
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Women’s Sport and Fitness Foundation Football: October 2012 

Participation in football 

• Football is the most popular team sport  for 

women and 9th most popular activity that they 

do monthly.  

• Around 252,000 women play football every 

month and almost half of these (123,000) play 

each week 

• Apart from one year of growth in 2008-09, there 

has been mostly a decline in the number of 

women who play football on a monthly basis 

since 2007-08. The weekly trend is similar 
 

 

Base: All respondents 

Proportion of people who play football by  
age group (weekly) 

20.8% 

13.9% 

5.4% 

5.1% 

5.1% 

1.6% 

1.6% 

1.3% 

1.2% 

0.9% 

Keepfit and gym (1)

Swimming (2)

Cycling (3)

Athletics (4)

Movement and dance (5)

Badminton (6)

Equestrian (7)

Tennis (8)

Football (9)

Netball (10)

Top ten sports and activities for women – at 
least once a month  

Base: All female respondents 

0.69% 

0.73% 

0.70% 

0.67% 

0.56% 

1.32% 

1.32% 

1.19% 

1.20% 

1.16% 

APS2 (2007-08)

APS4 (2009-10)

APS6q2 (2011-12)

APS2 (2007-08)

APS4 (2009-10)

APS6q2 (2011-12)

Played at least once a month 

Trends in women’s football participation  

Played at least once a week (moderate intensity) 

3.0% 

1.1% 

1.0% 

0.9% 

0.4% 

0.1% 

33.0% 

27.3% 

19.3% 

13.9% 

7.7% 

3.0% 

16-19

20-24

25-29

30-34

35-44

45-64

Women

Men

All data are taken from the Active People Survey 6q2 (April 2011- April 12) and are based on those  English adults (16 and over) who said they had taken part in the sport at least 

once in the last week (moderate intensity) unless stated otherwise. The participation numbers in this factsheet may vary slightly from figures published by Sport England 

who reconcile demographic breakdowns to the overall adult population (16 years and over) of England. There may also be slight differences due to rounding. 

 

Women who play football 

Base: All female respondents  

Number of men and women participating in 
top team sports at least once a month 

 2,931,000  

 357,000   271,000   252,000   215,000  
 86,000   67,000  

Men's

football

Men's

cricket

Men's

rugby

(union)

Women's

football

Women's

netball

Men's

hockey

Women's

hockey

0.6% 
1.2% 

9.8% 

14.0% 

Played at least once a week

(moderate intensity)

Played at least once in the

last four weeks

Women

Men

Proportion of people who play football by 
gender 

Base: All respondents 

Base: All respondents 
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Women’s latent demand for football 

Base: All female respondents 

Latent demand: what sports would women like to do more of? 

0.70% 

0.65% 

0.62% 

0.62% 

0.61% 

0.53% 

0.53% 

0.49% 

0.42% 

East Midlands

East

North East

Yorkshire

South East

West Midlands

North West

South West

London

26,000 

Base: All respondents  

Proportion of women who play football weekly 
by  Sport England region (numbers in 
brackets) 

BME, 

15.2%

Women

, 84.8%

Proportion of women who play football weekly 
by ethnicity   

Base: All female respondents. *BME = Black and Minority Ethnic 

• Twice as many 16 as 18 year-olds play football; 

three in ten footballers are aged 19 and under 

• Football is more popular with BME women as 

White women. 0.8% of all BME women play 

football every week, compared with 0.5% of White 

women. 15.2% footballers are from a BME 

community which is above that of the proportion in 

the general population 

• Students make up over a third of all female 

footballers. But for every female student playing 

football there are 13 male students playing 

football. 

• Football among women is most popular in East 

Midlands, where 0.70% of women play every 

week. In contrast just 0.42% play football weekly 

in London. 

 

 

  

12.07%

5.03%

1.45%
0.84% 0.73%

4.24%

1.24%1.31%
0.70%

0.20%0.42%

Swim
ming (1

)

Cyc
lin

g (2
)

Athl
eti

cs (
3)

Tenn
is 

(4)

Badmint
on (

5)

Moun
tai

neeri
ng

 (6
)

Eque
str

ian
 (7

)

Netb
all

 (8
)

Danc
e e

xe
rcise

 (9
)

Fo
otball (

10)

Hocke
y -

fie
ld (1
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Latent demand 

• Football is the 10th in 

demand sport 

• Around 91,800 

women would like to 

do more 

Focus on drop off: proportion of young 
people who play football by age (weekly) 

4.7% 
3.0% 2.1% 1.6% 1.6% 2.1% 

33.8% 32.7% 
36.0% 

28.6% 
30.3% 

31.9% 

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

16 17 18 19 20 21

Women Men

Base: All respondents. * Beware small sample sizes from age 19 for women 

Age 

0.5%

0.8%

White

BME*

Profile of footballers by 
ethnicity (weekly)  

31,000 

13,000 

27,000 

42,000 

24,000 

30,000 

21,000 

28,000 

28,000 
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Organised participation 

Base: All respondents who played football at least once in the last four weeks. 

See Note 2 

Who takes part in organised competition? 

Base: All respondents who played football at least once in the last four weeks. 

See Note 3. Too few female respondents aged 35+ 

 

Who receives tuition in football? 

Base: All respondents who played football at least once in the last four weeks. 

See Note 1 

Who plays football as a member of a sports 
club? 

Club membership 

Taken part in 

organised 

competition 
 

 

Received tuition 

or coaching 

 

 

13.4%

21.4%

11.1%

11.0%

20.4%

13.3%

18.8%

22.6%

19.5%

21.9%

11.7%

20.9%

13.5%

19.2%

22.9%

12.7%

All

16-34

35-54

55+

White

BME

Working

Students

Women

Men

14.7%

29.9%

13.2%

1.7%

27.8%

23.4%

27.4%

30.5%

27.9%

31.0%

18.2%

28.8%

24.5%

28.1%

31.8%

16.9%

All

16-34

35-54

55+

White

BME

Working

Students

Women

Men

13.8%

14.5%

12.4%

9.6%

7.7%

22.9%

11.8%

14.3%

3.4%

12.2%

9.4%

7.8%

22.9%

6.4%

All

16-34

35-54

55+

White

Non-White

Working

Students

Women

Men

 

• Women constitute just 5.6% of total club 

members – mostly due to the high 

number of male players compared with 

female players 

• That said, there is an obvious challenge 

to convert women footballers from 

informal to formal participants – at 

present just 13.4% of women players are 

members of a club, compared with 19.5% 

of men. 

• While BME women are more likely than 

White women to play football they are not 

as likely to join a club. 

 

• This informal participation has a knock on 

effect on opportunity and interest in 

competition. Just 14.7% of female 

footballers play in a competition – which 

is half the proportion of male footballers  

• Men are much more likely to continue with 

competitive footballer into their later 

years than women.  

• One in ten football players 

receiving coaching is a woman 

• That said, of those women who 

do play football, they are slightly 

more likely  than male football 

players to receive tuition. 
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Satisfaction of female footballers 

66% 64% 64% 64% 63% 62% 
58% 56% 55% 54% 54% 51% 
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Female footballers

Satisfaction with experience of playing football 

Source: Sport England’s Satisfaction with the quality of the sporting experience survey (2010). Base: Female respondents (16+). Percentage figure is for those who rated 

their satisfaction as 8-10 on a 1 to 10 scale. See Note 4 

31%

46% 48%

9%
20% 15%

The availability of high

quality child care

facilities and services

where I took part in

my sport

The financial cost to

me and/or my family

to support my

involvement in my

sport

Access I had to

appropriate mentoring

or performance

lifestyle support, to

help balance my

sporting, education

and family lifestyles

Satisfied 

Dissatisfied

Source: Sport England’s Satisfaction with the quality of the sporting experience 

survey (2012). Base: Female respondents (16+) 

Satisfaction 

 
•  Women footballers are almost as satisfied with 

their sport as men (64% and 66% respectively) 

 

•  In particular, women are satisfied with the 

social aspects of the sport, the release and 

diversion and coaching 

 

• They are less satisfied with the facilities, own 

performance and people and staff 

 

• 32% of footballers are playing more than last 

year, and 38% expect to play more next year 

than they currently are 

Low satisfaction/high dissatisfaction of female 
footballers with respect to specific criteria 
 

7.4 

8.4 

8.6 

8.3 

8.1 

7.7 

7.5 
7.7 

7.7 

7.7 

8.4 
8.9 

8.7 

8.6 

8.5 

8.5 

8.2 

8.4 

8.7 

8.5 

Opportunities to
improve your overall

performance

Exertion and fitness

Release and
diversion from
everyday life

Social aspects

People and staff
involved in

organising your
sport

Ease of participating
in your sport

Facilities and playing
environment

Coaching

Officials

Value for money

Satisfaction

Importance

Satisfaction v’s Importance  

 
• The most important aspects of football for female 

footballers is the exertion and fitness and release 

and diversion that the sport gives them, and for 

the most part both these areas score quite highly 

in terms of women’s overall satisfaction 

 

• The greatest discrepancy between importance and 

how satisfied female footballers are with their 

sport comes from ability to improve their overall 

performance, officials, ease of participating and 

value for money 

Source: Sport England’s Satisfaction with the quality of the sporting experience survey (2012). 
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Notes 

1 Club membership is based on those who have been a member of a sports club to participate in football in the past four weeks.  

 

2 Organised competition is defined as ‘having taken part in any organised competition in football in the last 12 months’.  

 

3 Received tuition is defined as ‘having received tuition from an instructor or coach to improve your performance in football in the 

last 12 months’.  

 

4 Survey respondents were asked to rate their perceived satisfaction for 75 questions across ten themes.   

 

To convert overall percentages to population numbers use the following figures: 

Survey Male 16+ Female 16+ 

APS 2 20,170,100 21,266,200 

APS 3 20,368,300 21,408,400 

APS 4 20,548,100 21,557,300 

APS 5 20,759,100 21,708,700 

APS 6q2 20,949,100 21,859,900 

Source: Office for National Statistics England Mid-year Population Estimates, 2007, 2008, 2009  and 2010 and population 

estimates 2011 
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4 global Consulting Terms of Reference 
 
It is not possible to guarantee the fulfillment of any estimates or forecasts contained within 
this report, although they have been conscientiously prepared on the basis of our research 
and information made available to us at the time of the study. 
 
The author(s) will not be held liable to any party for any direct or indirect losses, financial 
or otherwise, associated with any contents of this report. We have relied on a number of 
areas of information provided by the client, and have not undertaken additional 
independent verification of this data. 
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 Introduction and Scope 

 Introduction  
 Shropshire Council, hereby referred to as 'the Council', appointed 4 global Consulting to 

undertake a critical review of the recently completed (2015) public consultation on 
different options for future swimming and leisure provision in Shrewsbury and the 
surrounding area.  

 The report provides the Council with a detailed evidence base and analysis of survey and 
consultation data collection methods and will be used to understand the views of the local 
residents on the future of the Quarry Swimming and Fitness Centre (QSFC).  

 The report provides an objective assessment of the methodology used by the Council for 
data collection, as well as an analysis of the survey and consultation responses. 

 Methodology 
 In line with the brief issued by the Council, 4 global completed a critical review of the 

research approach methodology to evaluate the integrity and robustness of the 
information gathered. Following this review, an analysis of the survey results and 
qualitative findings was undertaken. The outcomes of this analysis were then used to 
reach conclusions on the outcomes of the public consultation. 

RESEARCH INTEGRITY 
 The integrity of the data produced by any public consultation of this type consultation is 

influenced by several key factors; 

x Length of time/opportunity for interested people to respond 

x Public awareness of the consultation being undertaken 

x Accessibility to the survey (how easily local residents could find the survey in 
order to complete it) 

x Safeguards against individuals producing multiple responses 

x Weaknesses in the survey and questions structure 

x Sample size and reflectiveness of the population. 

 Section 2 of this report reviews the extent to which the research process satisfies these 
requirements and draws a conclusion regarding the integrity of the information gathered. 
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DATA ANALYSIS 
 This section of the report focused on the core results of the survey, specifically the 

‘outcome’ questions (questions 7 and 10).  

 The report used a 95% confidence level and a 5% margin for error to test the reliability of 
any finding. This represents industry standard confidence thresholds for testing the 
reliability of survey results. The findings from any questions with responses that fell short 
of the sample size required to achieve these minimum confidence thresholds were taken 
into the consideration, but not used to form a part of the main conclusions of the report.  

 To supplement the core findings of the survey, the report shows how responses to the 
‘outcome’ questions can vary by different groups of people (demographics). Primarily, the 
demographics focused on were age group, post-code and swim frequency.  

QUALITATIVE ANALYSIS 
 4 global reviewed the six consultations carried out by the Council. Each consultation was 

reviewed and the emerging themes identified. The common key points from across the 6 
consultations have been summarised to show the overall outcomes of the qualitative 
evidence. 

 The Structure of our Report 
 The structure of this analysis report is as follows;  

x Section 2 – Consultation Method Evaluation 

x Section 3 – Core Data Analysis 

x Section 4 – Detailed Data Analysis and Cross Tabulations  

x Section 5 – Qualitative Consultation Analysis 

x Section 6 – Consultation and Report Outcomes 

 In addition to the report, an infographic has also been created to summarise the key 
messages and outcomes of the consultation. This is shown in the accompanying PDF 
document Shrewsbury Consultation Analysis Infographic.pdf. 

 Supporting information is included in the appendices and referenced throughout. 
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 Consultation Method Evaluation 

 Summary of Evaluation 
 4 global have assessed the quality of the information gathered during the consultation 

against industry standards. 4 global consider the survey approach to be fit for purpose 
and to have produced a sample and quality of data capable of reaching robust 
conclusions. 

 A Reliable and Fair Survey Method 

REVIEW OF THE DATA GATHERING APPROACH AND PROCESS 
 This section considers the following factors in concluding whether the consultation 

process enabled a reliable and fair evidence base to be captured: 

x Length of time/ opportunity for interested people to respond 

x The impact of the one-month extension and release of further financial information 

x Public awareness of the consultation being undertaken 

x Accessibility to the consultation process and coverage of difficult to reach groups 

x Safe guards against individuals producing multiple responses 

 As shown below, the Council’s survey summary details the dates of the five-month 
consultation period between the late May and late October. This period can be 
considered sufficient in order to allow interested parties extensive and reasonable 
opportunity to find the time respond to the survey.  

“A four-month public consultation was launched on the 28th May 2015. In 
response to feedback received during the consultation and the availability of 
2014/15 revenue figures for the [QSFC] the consultation period was 
subsequently extended by a month until the 30th October.”1 

 The report also includes reference to a one-month extension of the consultation period 
due, in part, to the availability of the latest revenue figures for the QSFC (along with other 
documents).  

 In order to give respondents the opportunity to change their option preferences in the 
light of the QSFC revenue data, the Council developed an additional survey and sent it 
via email to those that had already completed the original survey. 158 people engaged 
with this additional survey and 17 of respondents opted to answer the option preference 
question (10.75%). This low response rate suggests that relatively few respondents felt 
the need to alter their preferences following of the revenue figures.  

                                                      
 
1 Paragraph 1, Shropshire Council’s summary account of the public consultation process, 
2016. 
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 The results from the 17 responses show a boost to the proportion of first preferences for 
the QSFC options (from a total share of 68% to 76.5%). This indicates that the release of 
the revenue figures may have had a positive impact on respondents’ preferences for the 
QSFC options. However, 17 responses from a maximum of 1484 (total respondents to 
the original question) does not represent an adequate sample size to satisfy the minimum 
confidence thresholds required for drawing firm conclusions.  

 The use of additional surveying is not the only method for modelling the impact of the 
QSFC revenue figures on the survey outcome. The low response rate of just 17 could be 
argued to be both un-representative of the sample size and to be an indication of 
respondents losing faith with the consultation process. This point will be analysed in more 
detail in Section 2.3 of this report. 

 The best alternative method for modelling the impact the QSFC revenues document is by 
looking at results of question 8. Question 8 asks respondents to give the key reasons for 
their preference choices in an open text box. Quantitative analysis of such responses can 
be undertaken by tracking the number of times certain words appear. Although this 
analysis is limited due to the difficulty in contextualising isolated words in the comments 
boxes it does provide an indication of the common reasons respondents gave for their 
preferences.  

 If the analysis shows that a high number of respondents used words indicating that 
financial considerations were amongst the key reasons for choosing their preference, 
then this would demonstrate that the QSFC revenue figures may have had an impact on 
the outcome of the report.  

 The results of the comments analysis are shown in Figure 1 (N.B. some searched words 
are shortened or abbreviated to broaden the catchment of the word being used in 
different tenses, versions or iterations e.g. “centr”. The search result for easy, ease and 
“easi” has been amalgamated). 

Figure 1 – The frequency of use of selected words in responses to reasons for selecting 
preference options (Source: Survey data. Sample size 1481).  
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 Figure 1 indicates that comparatively few respondents placed significant emphasis on 
financial considerations when ranking their first preference. This is based on the analysis 
that a respondent who emphasised financial considerations as a key reason for their 
option choice would have used one or more of the words “cost”, “money”, “expens” and 
“financ” when providing the reasons given for their preference. The word returning the 
highest frequency from this group was ‘cost’ at 8%. Overall, one or more of these words 
was found in 189 responses (12.76%). The analysis from Figure 1 indicates that the 
impact of the release of the QSFC revenue data part way through the consultation period 
was therefore minimal. 

 The Council’s summary report of the research approach continues to provide more 
details of how data was gathered and potentially hard to reach groups were engaged. 

“(The) consultation was based on a concise web based summary supported by 
further detailed information… 

Although the emphasis was placed on encouraging people to complete the on-
line survey, alternative means were made available for people to have their say 
including: 

� Hard copies of the consultation and survey available at Shrewsbury Library 
and the Quarry Swimming and Fitness Centre. Staff at both venues were 
briefed on the consultation and were available to help people complete the 
questionnaire.  

� Access to computers to allow people to complete the survey at the Library 
and at the Quarry Swimming and Fitness Centre  

� Direct contact points for people to discuss the consultation with Council 
officers  

� Hard copies of the consultation and survey provided to groups upon 
request, e.g. the Shropshire Disability Network 

� The offer of direct conversations with both individuals and groups”2 

 The Council’s report shows that the consultation process took proactive steps to ensuring 
that the opportunity to take part was available to a diverse and wide ranging set of people 
and groups. The ease of accessing a computer and the internet across the county means 
that emphasis on web-based respondents represents a sensible approach.  

                                                      
 
2 Paragraphs 2-4, Shropshire Council’s summary account of the public consultation process, 
2016. 
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 The emphasis on filling out survey’s in respondents’ own time (rather than being 
prompted in the high street or other traditional methods) means that typically, parties with 
a vested interest are likely to be disproportionately represented in the respondent 
breakdown. This is illustrated by the results as 57% of respondents were found to be 
regular swimmers in comparison to the 5-8.5% of the population estimated to be by Sport 
England3. However, in a consultation regarding the future of swimming it is not surprising 
that regular swimmers chose to engage more frequently than ‘non-regular’ swimmers, nor 
can it be considered damaging to the outcome of the survey as the views of regular 
swimmers should be considered important in the future of swimming provision in 
Shrewsbury. 

 A commonly cited weakness of emphasising web-based responses to surveys is that it 
limits the opportunities for engagement by those that utilise technology less frequently or 
do not have regular access to the internet. This weakness is becoming less valid as 
computing technology and the internet becomes increasingly available both to older 
respondents and geographically hard to reach respondents. 

 The bullet points in Paragraph 4 show that the Council also took steps to ensure hard to 
reach groups were engaged and had the opportunity to take part in the consultation. 
These measures, including the placement of hard copy surveys and the ability to use 
computers in pubic buildings, increase the accessibility of the survey and remove barriers 
to participation in the consultation process.  

 Having established that the consultation process afforded all potential respondents the 
opportunity to participate, it is also important to ensure the promotion of the survey 
amongst the local population was sufficient to make all parties aware the consultation 
process was being undertaken. 

“…All of these alternatives were also explained during an interview with the West 
Shropshire Talking Newspaper. 

The public consultation was extensively and frequently referenced and promoted 
within the media, by the Quarry Swimming and Fitness, the Shrewsbury 
Business Improvement District, disability networks and others.”4 

 Paragraphs 5 and 6 of the report shows the steps the Council took to publicise the 
consultation and make residents aware of the the piece of its existence and nature. 

 The paragraphs show that the Council took additional steps, beyond promoting the 
survey through their own channels, to reach as wide as possible an audience. According 
to the Council, a total response rate of over 1900 people is significantly higher than 
usually experienced for consultations of this type in the local area. The high response 
rate is further evidence that the Council’s approach to raising awareness of the survey to 
as many people as possible was successful. 

                                                      
 
3 Sport England’s Active Places Power data, 2006-15 
4 Paragraphs 5-6, Shropshire Council’s summary account of the consultation process, 2016. 
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 The success of the engagement process in capturing hard to reach groups and reflecting 
the local demographical make up of is analysed further below in the “Reliability of 
results: Reflecting the local Demographic” section. 

 In addition to the publication of the survey through traditional channels, the Council also 
reported attending a range of meetings with key groups and stakeholders during the 
consultation period:   

x The Shropshire Disability Network  

x The Pan Disability Forum  

x The Shropshire Wheelchair Users Group  

x The Shrewsbury Access Group  

x The Northgate Swimming Club  

x Shrewsbury Town Council 

x The Quarry Swimming and Fitness Forum  

x The Shrewsbury Business Improvement District 

 The key themes of these consultations will be examined in qualitative analysis section. 
When evaluating the process undertaken to gather views through consultation, it appears 
that the Council took reasonable steps to identify and undertake consultations with groups 
representing difficult to reach individuals or those with a particular vested interest. 

 No specialist children’s or young adults’ groups, nor any elderly person’s groups were 
consulted to provide their feedback as an overall representative of these age groups. 
These omissions can be considered limitations in the surveys robustness as both the 
young and older populations are forecasted to increase as a proportion of the population 
over the coming decades. 

 There is also no consultation with groups representing ethnic minorities. Shropshire is 
98% White British with ‘Asian or British Asian’ the second largest at 1%5. The survey 
results reflect this with only 6 people defining their ethnicity as any of the ‘Asian’ 
categories. This tiny sample size means it is not possible to consider any information 
derived from this group in the survey as being representative of the entire community. 
Although a small percentage of the population, the Asian community in Shropshire is 
around 3,000 residents and forecasted to rise over the next 10-20 years6. In some 
circumstances, Asian communities require special considerations concerning swimming, 
especially regarding privacy for female participants. Despite the small proportion of 
current residents, the omission of any group representing the concerns of ethnic 
minorities can be considered to be a limitation in the long-term considerations of the 
consultation. 

                                                      
 
5 Office of National Statistics (ONS) National Census, 2011. 
6 Sub-National Population Projections (SNPP), 2012. 
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 Carrying out additional consultations with organisations representing the interests of the 
groups highlighted above would be an effective means of adding their perspectives to the 
consultation. 

 Aside from the omissions mentioned above, the consultations appear to have been used 
well to capture information from groups that could otherwise prove difficult to engage. The 
use of these consultations to capture the perspectives of disability groups should be 
considered especially useful as the survey sample data shows they are under-
represented as a group in this part of the consultation. 

 In order to evaluate the safeguarding methods, it is key to understand the survey 
techniques used to limit multiple responses from single individuals. The Council have 
confirmed that only one response was permitted per computer (using software to stop 
survey responses from the same IP address). Despite the fact that owning multiple 
devices capable of accessing the internet is not uncommon, the safe guard of one 
response per computer should be considered enough to prevent the integrity of the 
information being threatened due to repeat responses.  

RELIABILITY OF RESULTS: SAMPLE SIZE AND CONFIDENCE LEVEL 
 The proof of the effectiveness of any surveying or data gathering process is in the 
reliability and robustness of the evidence it produces. The first test of data reliability is in 
the size of the sample collected against the size of the potential sample (i.e. the entire 
population of Shropshire in this case).  

 For the purpose of the study, a sample capable of returning a confidence level of 95% 
with a 5% margin of error was required for the findings of any question in order to be 
considered reliable. This is in line with industry standards and is the confidence level 
used by Sport England Active People Survey. Where necessary, the reported has 
included the confidence level and margin of error returned of the result. 

 A confidence level is the degree of certainty with which responses can be said to reflect 
the opinions of the total population i.e. if the research were to be repeated under the 
same conditions then the confidence level would be the percentage of results that would 
fall into line with the original results (within a margin of error of the original result). 

 The data gathering process collected 1,924 responses from a total potential sample of 
311,518 Shropshire residents7 (Shropshire has been used as the population catchment 
as many respondents lived outside of the Shrewsbury town boundary). This requires a 
minimum of 384 responses to satisfy the requisite confidence levels. 

 The two key ‘outcome’ questions of the survey, (questions 7 and 10) have an identical 
response of 1481. When the population is calculated to be 311,518, a sample size of 
1481 returns a confidence level of 99% with a margin of error of just under 3.4%.  

 This level of confidence and narrow margin of error means that the findings from 
questions 7 and 10 can be considered very reliable. 
 

                                                      
 
7 SNPP, 2012. 
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 Figure 2 shows the total responses to each survey question. Figure 2 also includes the minimum required respondents for a 95% confident level 
with a 5% margin of error.  

Figure 2 – Responses to each question and required sample sizes (Source: Survey data). 
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 Figure 2 shows that, except for 3 questions, the sample sizes of the question responses 
are adequate to achieve industry standards of confidence level and margin of error. 

 Respondent sample size falls below the requisite levels for three questions: 

x Question 3: Are there any specific reasons why you don't currently swim? (148 - 
7.6% of total respondents answered this question) 

x Question 4: Are there any specific reasons why you don't use the Quarry facility? 
(286 – 14.9% of total respondents answered this question) 

x Question 9: If you have another option that you feel would meet the vision for 
swimming in Shrewsbury, please provide details here (273 – 14.2% of total 
respondents answered this question). 

 Analysis of survey responses shows that only 8% of respondents reported that they ‘Do 
not currently swim’ and were therefore applicable to answer Question 3. Therefore, a 
response rate of 7.6% of the total respondents represents a 95% applicable response 
rate to this question. However, a sample size of just 143 respondents cannot be used as 
a reliable, representative sample of the Shropshire population as a whole. Therefore, 
although responses to this question can be used to inform analysis and conclusions of 
the survey data, they cannot be relied upon alone to reach firm conclusions. 

 23% of respondents ‘Do not use the Quarry Pool at all’ and were therefore applicable to 
answer Question 4. Only 14.9% of respondents answered Question 4, representing 
64.8% of those applicable to do so. However, similarly to Question 3, a sample size of 
just 289 respondents cannot be used as a reliable, representative sample of the 
Shropshire population as a whole. Therefore, although responses to this question can be 
used to inform analysis and conclusions of the survey data, they cannot be relied upon 
alone to reach firm conclusions. 

 278 respondents commented in the open ended question 9 for suggesting an alternative 
facility option other than those provided. Initial scrutiny of these responses shows that 
these contain a wide variety of suggestions with many defying categorisation or 
quantitative analysis. Therefore, from a quantitative perspective, it will not possible for an 
eighth facility option to be drawn from responses to this question.  
  

Page 42



                                   
   
  Shrewsbury Swimming Pool Consultation Analysis  
 

Page 13 of 54 

Reliability of results: Rate of Attrition 

 Figure 2 also shows how the number of respondents declines as the survey progresses. 
This ‘rate of attrition’ is a common factor in medium length surveys and can be caused by 
many things such as distraction, other commitments or beginning the survey without 
realising its subject and declining participation after having begun. The attrition rate of the 
survey is expressed in Table 1.  

 Table 1 – Response attrition rates (Source: Survey data). 

Started 
Survey 

Finished 
‘Subject 

Questions
’ 

Attrition 
Rate 

Finished 
Demographic 

Questions 

Attrition Rate from 
Opinion to 

Demographic 
Questions 

Overall 
Survey 

Attrition Rate 

1924 1481 23% 1467 0.95% 23.75% 
 

 Table 1 shows there was an overall attrition rate in respondents of 23.75% across the 
survey’s entirety. Across the 10 ‘subject’ questions, there was an attrition rate of 23%. 
This rate is slightly greater than the approximate industry standard of around 22%, but 
falls close enough to the expected level not to be of concern. Across the two questions 
from which this survey was designed to draw a conclusion (Questions 7 and 10), there 
was a 0% attrition rate meaning that the true sample of the survey can be considered 
1484. 

 It is common in surveys of this type for respondents to decline ‘demographical’ questions. 
This can be for a number of reasons, including a disapproval with the practice of 
demographical segmentation, an unwillingness to share personal information or a lack of 
time to complete the survey.  
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Reliability of results: Reflecting the local Demographic 

 The rate of retention of respondents to the survey up until the demographical questions is 
76.25%. However, the rate of retention for the two key subject questions (questions 7 and 
10) up until the demographical questions is 99.05%. This means the survey results are 
clearly able to reflect the opinion of its key demographical groups. 

 Figure 3 shows the breakdown of respondents by gender identity. 

Figure 3 – Breakdown of respondents by gender (Source: Survey data and SNPP 2011). 

 Figure 3 shows that 42.01% of respondents were male, 55.42% female and 0.75% 
transgender (1.77% of respondents preferred not to say). According to SNPP, 49.7% of 
residents in Shropshire are male and 51.3% female8 (SNPP does not record transgender 
communities). Figure 3 shows that the survey data gathered under-represents males in 
Shropshire by 7.69%.  

 Figure 4 shows the distribution of age groups amongst survey respondents versus the 
distribution of age groups amongst the population of Shropshire. 

Figure 4 – Age Group breakdown by survey respondents and population (Source: Survey 
data and SNPP 2011). 

 

                                                      
 
8 SNPP, 2012. 
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 Figure 4 illustrates that there is an over representation amongst survey respondents from 
those aged between 30-59 and an underrepresentation of those under the age of 16 and 
over the age of 70. 

 It should be noted that both these age groups are uncapped and therefore all persons, 
even those not yet one-year-old and those over 100 are taken into consideration as the 
the representation of the respondents. If a minimum and maximum age were used in 
calculating the representativeness of the survey data from an age-sensitive perspective 
would be closer than it appears in Figure 3. Also, as only one response is permitted per 
computer, it could be considered likely that a parent was the respondent on that device. 

 Figure 5 shows the distribution of respondents by the first three characters of their post 
codes 

Figure 5– Distribution of Respondents by post code (Source: Survey data and ONS 2011). 

 
 

 By including the estimated population distribution across the 12 post codes covering 
Shropshire, Figure 5 enables analysis of the population distribution reflected in the 
survey.9  

 Examination of Figure 5 shows that 91.27% of respondents are residents in post codes 
SY1- SY5. According to ONS figures, postcodes SY1 to SY5 represent 58% of the 
population of Shropshire. Figure 5 also shows that postcodes SY6-SY12 are significantly 
underrepresented by survey respondents. The most prominent over representation in 
Figure 5 is SY3, which is over represented by a margin of 24%. 

 If the population of Shropshire is taken as the ‘ideal’ sample to be reflected by the survey 
respondents, then it would have to be concluded that the opinions of people based in 
SY1-5 and especially those residing in SY3 are significantly over represented. 
  
                                                      
 
9 ONS, National Census, 2011. 
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 It should be noted that the title of the ‘Future of Swimming Provision in Shrewsbury’ does 
mean that, given the postcodes SY1-SY5 are the closest to the town, that this over 
representation is to be expected.  

 Figure 6 shows the accuracy of the distribution of the population if SY1-SY5 were taken 
alone.  

Figure 6 – Distribution of Respondents by post code SY1-SY5 only (Source: Survey data and 
ONS 2011). 

 
 Figure 6 shows that when considered in isolation the respondents from SY1-SY5 are not 
distributed in a way that accurately reflects the population of the area. Figure 6 also 
shows that SY3 over represented by a margin of 16.5%. SY1 and SY2 are narrowly over 
represented by a margin of 1.2% and 3% SY4 and SY5 are shown to be under 
represented in the survey by a margin of 12.9% and 7.9% respectively.  

 The misrepresentation of the population distribution across both Shrewsbury and 
Shropshire could potentially influence the outcome of the data analysis. In such 
circumstances a weighting may be applied to ‘balance’ the misrepresentation. However, 
some areas in SY1- SY5 do not have enough respondents to satisfy the confidence 
levels required by this study and therefore cannot be considered robust findings. As a 
result, weighting findings that could be considered misrepresentations of the opinions of 
different areas would not produce a robust result and would therefore not add value to 
the analysis of the survey responses. 
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 Figure 7 shows how the survey manages to reflect the demographics of the area is in 
terms of disability.  

Figure 7 – Distribution of Respondents by Disability (Source: Survey data and ONS 2014). 

 
 Figure 7 shows the number of respondents reporting a disability to be 5% with 92% 
reporting no disability and 3% preferring not to supply and answer.  

 The Department of Work and Pensions, place the number of people in the UK currently 
living with a disability at 17.96%10. This indicates an under-representation of people living 
with disabilities of nearly 13%.   

 Although Figure 7 does show an under-representation of people living with disabilities 
amongst the survey respondents, it should be noted that these ONS figures are national 
estimates based on an objective definition of ‘disability’. By comparison the survey 
reflects a local population and uses a self-reported definition which is open to a much 
broader interpretation on the behalf of the respondent.  

                                                      
 
10 ONS, 2013  
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 Finally, the Council carried out consultations with key disability and access groups to 
ensure the opinion of this group was captured in the consultation. The analysis of these 
consultations can be found in Section 5. 

 Figure 8 shows the breakdown of respondents by ethnicity.  

Figure 8 –Respondents by ethnicity (Source: Survey data, Sample size: 1446). 

 
 Figure 8 shows that 98% of respondents (that did not opt for “Prefer not to say”) were 
White British. This is in line with the report of ethnic breakdown in Shrewsbury11.  

 The second largest ethnic group in the area is Asian or British Asian making up 1%12. 
However, the survey results have the second largest group as Irish with 16 respondents, 
making them the only ethnic minority group to record higher than 1% of the sample size.  

 Due to the minute sample size of groups registering other than White British, the survey 
data does not offer a large enough sample size to represent any of the other ethnic 
groups. 

  

                                                      
 
11 ONS, 2011. 
12 Ibid.  
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 Weaknesses of the Survey 
 This section will evaluate the methodologies employed within the survey itself. 

 Before beginning this analysis, it should be noted that all 16 questions of the survey 
employ typical and widely recognised question and answer structures. Therefore, the 
focus of this section will be on the phrasing of selected questions.  

Question 3 and 4: “Are there any specific reasons why you don't currently swim?” –and- “Are 
there any specific reasons why you don't use the Quarry facility?” 

 Questions 3 and 4 include the same seven answering options. The most popular answer 
for question 3 and the second most popular for question 4 is that the “Building and 
facilities aren't accessible enough”  

 The term ‘accessibility’ is ambiguous in this context. It is not immediately obvious to 
whether this term should be interpreted in terms of accessibility via public transport links, 
ramps and disability access, opening times, swim class schedules or that the building 
itself maybe imposing somehow. Furthermore, the other options on offer do not rule out 
other possible interpretations of the word.  

 Without a clear explanation as to what the term ‘accessible’ specifically refers to in the 
body of the survey itself, it is difficult to draw firm conclusions as to how respondents 
interpreted this option. 

 Both these questions fail to satisfy the minimum sample sizes required for their findings 
to be considered reliable so they cannot be used as part of the main analysis. As result, 
the ambiguity of the option phrasing should not have a major impact on the research 
findings. 

Question 5: “When you go swimming, do you most often:” with the response choices:  

x Go on your own 

x Go with your child/children 

x Go with someone else you care for Go with your carer 

x Go with your partner 

x Go with your brother/sister 

x Go with a friend 

x Go with a group of friends 

 Responses to Question 5 could be interpreted differently by respondents. For example: if 
a swimming club session is how a club member visits the pool ‘most often’, they could 
respond using any of the options including, going alone, with a friend, with a group of 
friends, or even (where applicable) with their brother or sister. This is because going with 
their club is not an option. Just under 15% of respondents are swim club members so it 
could be that this question has been interpreted differently by a large section of 
respondents. 
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Question 7: “…please rank the different options, with 1 being your preferred option and 7 being 
your least preferred option”.  

 Ranking questions are a commonly utilised answer methodology. They enable analysts 
to differentiate narrow margins for options by taking into account second or even third 
preferences. 

 The major limitation of using the ranking system for a question of the kind is that it is not 
possible to reflect the ‘distance’ in preference between the seven options or rankings. 

 For example; one respondent could have a firm preference but not be strongly against 
the other options, whereas another may not have a firm preference but be firmly opposed 
to one of the options in particular.  

 The ranking system, as used for question 7, has no capacity to reflect the strength of 
feeling respondents have toward each option.  

 The inability to differentiate the strength of feeling between ranking responses means the 
analysis of question 7 must use the options of greatest preference to determine which 
option is preferred by respondents. In the event of a tie or narrow distribution of results 
within the margin of error, the second preference will be used as a ‘tie breaker’. This 
approach minimises the discrepancy in the strength of feeling amongst respondents for 
different ranking levels.   

Question 8: “Please explain why you selected your preferred option:”  

 Question 8 should fulfill the role of providing respondents with the opportunity to reflect 
not just the reasons they chose their preference option, but how strongly they feel about 
the issue. However, the use of an open text or comments box means that and quantifying 
the information gathered and drawing conclusion from the responses to this question is 
very difficult.  

 This means that potentially important insights from the consultation cannot be used to 
produce a conclusion, nor can they be reflected in any reliably accurate way.  

Question 10: “…please identify how important the below areas are to you as a user / potential 
user?”  

 Question 10 uses a Likert response system in which those answering the survey can 
select any of the response options to each proposal. The strength of Likert response 
systems is that, unlike ranking systems, they allow for the strength of feeling of a 
respondent to each proposal. 

 A weakness of Likert response systems is that the ability to differentiate the strength of 
feeling in the respondents is limited by the number of response options (in this case 5, 2 
positive, 2 negative and one neutral). Adding more options would have allowed for a 
better analysis regarding how strongly respondents felt about each of the facility 
elements a new facility may have. 

Page 50



                                   
   
  Shrewsbury Swimming Pool Consultation Analysis  
 

Page 21 of 54 

 Section Summary 
 The section has found that the research approach and survey structure adhere closely to 

industry standards and that findings from the consultation can be considered a fair 
reflection of the opinions of the local area.    

 The key findings from this area of analysis can be seen below. 

Key Findings - Research Method Evaluation 
 

x The quality of the sample of respondents, coupled with the covering of hard to 
reach groups through consultations means that the consultation undertaken by 
the Council into future provision of swimming in Shrewsbury is robust. 

x The survey sample is large and a significant amount of time was provided to 
potential respondents, through multiple accessible channels, to engage with the 
consultation. 

x Furthermore, the Council had shown they had taken adequate steps to ensure 
potential respondents were aware the consultation was being undertaken and 
how local residents could be involved if they wished.   

x The survey was also used recognised techniques for capturing respondents’ 
views in line with industry best practices. Whilst some of these techniques are 
recognised as having short comings, their use and selection in the study was 
appropriate. 

x Weaknesses identified were in the lack of coverage of the perspectives of 
younger, older and ethnic minority groups from the area. This can be solved by 
carrying out consultations with organisations that represent the opinions of 
young, elderly and ethnic minorities in Shrewsbury.  
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 Data Analysis 

 Summary of Section 
 This section of analysis focusses on the data provided by all 1,924 respondents 

 Due to the sample size produced by responses, the following questions have not been 
included in the analysis as they fall below the confidence thresholds required for their 
findings to be considered reliable by this report.  

 Figure 1 - Frequency of participation in swimming (Source: Survey data. Sample size: 1370). 

Question 
Number 

Sample / Potential Sample Size 
Confidence Value (95% 

minimum confidence value) 

3 148 / 24,921 77.65% 

4 286 / 71,649 90.99% 

9 273 / 311,518 90.11% 

 Type and Volume of Respondents 
 The initial findings show that regular swimmers make up a high proportion of survey 

respondents. Figure 9 shows that of the 1370 respondents to the question: “On average, 
how often do you go swimming?”, 57% of respondents responded that they swim 
regularly (this study uses Sport England’s Active People Survey definition of a ‘regular’ 
swimmer as someone that takes part in the activity a minimum of once per week for 
30minutes).   

Figure 9 - Frequency of participation in swimming (Source: Survey data. Sample size: 1370). 

 
 Sport England’s Active People Survey indicates that the estimated number of people 

participating in at least one 30-minute session of swimming per week in Shropshire has 
varied between 5% and 8.5% of total population between 2005 and 2015.  

 This therefore means that the survey has captured approximately 8 times the number of 
regular swimmers than would be expected if it were to reflect the population of 
Shropshire as a whole. 
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 Similarly, Figure 10 shows the percentage of respondents reporting to be a member of a 
swimming club. 

Figure 10 - Respondents reporting to be a members of a swimming club (Source: Survey 
data. Sample size: 1924). 

 
 

 Figure 10 shows that 14.3% of respondents reported to be a member of a swimming 
club. This demonstrates swim club members are over-represented in the survey: if 
extrapolated and applied to the entire population then this would mean swim club 
membership in Shropshire would be around 43,60013. 

 Figures 9 and 10 show that the survey has captured a higher number of regular 
swimmers and swim club members than would be reflected in the population as a whole. 
However, given this consultation concerns the future of swimming in Shrewsbury, this 
cannot be considered damaging to the conclusions drawn from it. 

 1st Preference Analysis – Overall Development 
 A key outcome of the survey is to determine the public’s preference for the future of 

swimming in Shrewsbury. Respondents were asked to rank seven options in order of 
greatest preference (1) to option of least preference (7).  

 Due to the ranking system in the question’s design, each option must receive the same 
number of responses (1481 in this case). The sample size from the consultation data 
means the findings are robust (99% confidence level with a 3.4% margin of error). 
  

                                                      
 
13 SNPP, 2012 
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 Figure 11 shows the distribution of respondent preferences for each option.  

Figure 11 - Distribution of preference rankings per facility option (Source: Survey data. 
Sample size: 1481). 

 
 

 As commented on in the previous section, the ranking methodology used for question 7 
does not allow for difference in the strength of feeling respondents may have for the 
options they rank. In order to limit the variance in respondents’ strength of feeling 
between ranking options, the first preference will be used for determining the result as it 
is perceived to be the most consistent in representing respondents’ strength of feeling for 
each option. The results of the distribution of first preference responses for each option 
are shown in Figure 12. 
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Figure 12 - Distribution of first preference rankings per facility option (Source: Survey data. 
Sample size: 1481). 

 
 Figures 11 and 12 demonstrate how the level of preference of respondents are 

distributed across each option. The following key points are demonstrated 

x 68% of respondents chose one of the QSFC options as their first preferences. 

x The option of refurbishing the QSFC received the greatest number of first 
preference responses (348) with 23.45%. New build on the existing QSFC site 
received the second highest number of first preference responses (339) with 
22.89% followed by the ‘Upgrade’ of QSFC option in third with 21.67% (321).  

x The narrow gap between these options falls within the margin of error (+/-3.4%). It 
is therefore not possible to conclude outright that Refurbishing the QSFC should 
be the option taken forward from this survey.  

x ‘New build on the Shrewsbury Sports Village’ received the fourth highest number 
of first preference responses with 245 (16.54%), followed by the ‘New build on 
Shrewsbury College, London Road’ option with 195 (13.17%). 

x The Clayton Way option received the sixth highest number of first preference 
votes with 21 (1.42%). The Ellesmere Road option received the lowest number of 
first preference responses with 12 (0.81%). 

 The benefit of using a ranking methodology is that second options can be used as a ‘tie 
breaker’ to separate options when the result of the first preference responses is very 
narrowly separated.  

 When the second preference responses are added, Figure 11 shows that the ‘Upgrade’ 
of the QSFC is the most preferred option with 898 first and second preference responses 
(30.34%). The next highest option was the Refurbishment of the QSFC with 22.48%. 

0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

Refurbishment
of the Quarry
Swimming &

Fitness Centre

Upgrade of the
Quarry

Swimming &
Fitness Centre

New Build on
the Existing Site

New build on
land at Clayton

Way

New build on
land at

Ellesmere Road

New build on
the Shrewsbury
Sports Village

New build on
Shrewsbury

College, London
Road

%
 o

f r
ee

sp
on

de
nt

s

Facility Option

Page 55



                                   
   
  Shrewsbury Swimming Pool Consultation Analysis  
 

Page 26 of 54 

 Analysis of the distribution of preferences indicates that location was a major factor in 
how respondents ranked the different options. Of the 1008 respondents that chose one of 
the three QSFC site options, 92.8% chose one of the remaining QSFC options for their 
second preference. Similarly, of the 473 respondents that did not choose a QSFC site as 
their first preference, 74.2% chose another, ‘non-QSFC’ option as their second 
preference. Only 13.16% of all respondents transferred from choosing a QSFC based 
option as their first preference, to a non-QSFC based option as their second choice, or 
vice-versa.  

 These findings show that a high proportion of respondents can be defined in terms of 
either wanting the new pool at the QSFC site, or wanting it elsewhere. 

 This ‘location-centric’ analysis is supported by the distribution of respondents 7th choice 
(least preferred) option). Only 5% of respondents that named a QSFC option as their 
preferred option named another QSFC option as their least preferred option. 47% of 
QSFC respondents named either the Shrewsbury Sports Village or Shrewsbury College 
as their least preferred option (29.1% for the Sports Village and 17.8% for the London 
Road site). Similarly, 48.63% of respondents that chose Shrewsbury Sports Village or 
Shrewsbury College as their first preference selected a QSFC based option as their least 
preferred option.  

 Given that Clayton Way and Ellesmere road were such poorly supported sites amongst 
first and second preferences responses, it would be expected that these options would 
also be ranked as the least preferred option by most respondents. Although Clayton 
Road did attract the highest number of least preference responses, 366, this was only 
marginally more than the Shrewsbury Sports Village site (348).  

 856 respondents named all the QSFC options as their three most preferred options. This 
represents 57.7% of all respondents and 84.9% of all people that named a QSFC option 
as their first preference. Of this group 42.29% (362 respondents) named the Shrewsbury 
College, London Road option as their next preference compared to 17.9% for the Sports 
Village. 

 240 respondents named all the QSFC as their three least preferred options. This 
represents 16.2% of all respondents and 50.7% of all those that did not place a QSFC 
option as their first preference. Of those that placed the Sports Village as their first 
preference, 61.6% made all QSFC their least preferred options compared to 37.4% of 
those that made the London Road site their first preference.  

 The above analysis shows that a higher than expected proportion of least preference 
responses was distributed to options strongly preferred by other respondents. This 
reinforces the conclusion that respondents are either strongly in favour of the new pool 
being located at the QSFC, or they are strongly in favour of it being located elsewhere 
(predominately at the Shrewsbury Sports Village or the Shrewsbury College sites). Of the 
four non-QSFC options, the London Road site seems to be the ‘least disagreeable’ for 
those that would prefer the facility to remain at the QSFC site. 
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 An alternative method for calculating the outcome of a ranking preference question is to 
calculate the mean average response of each option. This is calculated by assigning a 
‘score’ to each ranking preference. A first preference responses equates to 7 points and 
a response of least preference equates to 1 point (points are evenly distributed along this 
scale). The total points accrued by each option is then divided by the number of 
responses (1481) to reach a mean average score. The out come of this analysis is shown 
in Figure 13 

Figure 13 – Mean Average Score from Ranking (Source: Survey data. Sample size: 1481). 

 

 The advantage of the averaging interpretation of ranking responses is that it enables 
disapproval of options to be incorporated into the findings. i.e. where respondents are 
strongly against an option, averaging the responses allows those responses to be 
counted just as strongly as the first preference. The higher the mean average ‘score’ for 
each option the more it is ‘on average’ preferred.  

 Figure 13 shows that the three QSFC options have the highest average scores:  

x ‘Upgrade’ of QSFC = 5.05 

x ‘New Build’ on QSFC = 4.95 

x ‘Refurbishment’ of QSFC = 4.67 

x ‘Shrewsbury College, London Road’ = 3.9 

x ‘Shrewsbury Sports Village’ = 3.51 

x ‘Ellesmere Road’ = 3.01 

x ‘Clayton Way’ = 2.91 
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 The option with the best mean average score from the options ranking was the Upgrade 
of the QSFC with 5.05. The New Build option on the QSFC site comes in a close second 
just 0.1 worse than the Upgrade option. 

 Clayton Way and Ellesmere Road were the options with the worst mean average scores 
of 3.01 and 2.91 respectively.    

 The mean average scores should be considered along with the ‘location-centric’ analysis 
above. This is because the high number of lowest preference responses attributed to 
Shrewsbury Sports Village could be considered to be a form of ‘tactical’ or ‘negative’ 
responses i.e. respondents that prefer a QSFC option might consider Shrewsbury Sports 
Village or the Shrewsbury College options to be the greatest ‘threat’ to their preferred 
options and therefore name this option as their least preferred, despite the fact that this is 
not necessarily the case. There is a similar possibility for respondents preferring a non-
QSFC option to chose a QSFC option as their least preferred response. Although it is 
very difficult to prove the intention of respondents, the use of ‘negative’ or ‘tactical’ 
responding should be considered as a possibility, especially in the light of the ‘location-
centric’ analysis above.  

 Question 8 provides respondents with an open text box to state the reasons or factors 
that influenced their preference choice.  

  As commented on above in the methodology section, such a response system is 
extremely difficult to analyse quantitatively. The best system for doing so is to search for 
the frequency of key words in the responses and assume the context in which they are 
used. Any findings therefore, should only be used as an indication. 
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 Figure 14 (exactly the same as Figure 1) shows the outcomes of this analysis.  

Figure 14 – Most commonly used words given as the reasons for respondent option choice 
(Source: Survey data. Sample size: 1481). 

 
 The most commonly occurring word from the respondents when providing reasons for 
their answer was “centr”. “centr” appeared in 41% of all comments. “town centre” 
appeared in 24% of responses. “access”, with 33% and “easy”/ “ease”/ “easi” with 30% 
were by the second and third most occurring words. 

 These words, whilst being the most used, do not necessarily point to the town centre as 
being the most important category of concern in influencing respondents’ preferences. 
When combined, at least one of the words ‘town centre’, ‘transport’, ‘shop’ and ‘convnien” 
were used by 732 respondents (49.42%) in their reasons for choosing their preferences.  

 Given the phrasing of the question, it is assumed that these words exist in the context of 
the positive reasons respondents chose their preference, as opposed to factors they 
were dismissing as unimportant. Therefore, the prominence and frequency with which 
these words occur indicate that keeping the swimming pool in the town centre was an 
influencing factor for nearly half respondents. 

 The frequency of words used by those that might be concerned with the financial 
implications was low by comparison with just 189 respondents (12.76%) including one or 
more of the following words or letter forms in their response “expens”, “cost”, “money” or 
‘financ”. This return indicates that financial concerns around the project was an 
influencing factor for around 12.76% of respondents. 

 Similarly, the words respondents might be expected to use if the main reasons for their 
choices were motivated around the accessibility of swimming for children, young people, 
families or the elderly was quite low. “Child” was the most commonly occurring response 
for these words, being used in 10% of all responses. In total there were 281 responses 
(18.97%) that used words that might indicate a ‘family’ concern was their main motivation 
for their preference choice. 

 The text frequency analysis around the frequency words or letter sequences occur is the 
only way of quantitatively analysing all 1481 open text responses. The analysis indicates 
that keeping the pool in the town centre was the most prominent influencing factor in 
respondents’ option preferences with 49.42%.  
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 Section Summary 
 The data analysis in this section indicates that keeping the new pool in the town centre is 

a key priority for a large portion of respondents. This is based on the fact that 68% of 
respondents chose a QSFC option as their first preference, with 92.8% of these 
respondents making a QSFC site their second preference also. Furthermore, the text 
frequency analysis shows that the most frequent key words used in the response boxes 
were those indicating that the location of the site near to the town centre was an 
important factor in their preference responses. 

 The key findings from this area of analysis can be seen below. 

Key Findings from 1st Preference Analysis – Overall Development 

x The sample size from the consultation data means the findings are robust (99% 
confidence level with a 3.4% margin of error). 

x 68% of first preference responses chose one of the three options relating to the 
QSFC. 

x 27 first preferences (1.82% of respondents) separates the three QSFC options 
meaning none of these can be declared the outright preferred option as they fall 
within the margin of error for each. 

x 30.32% of respondents selected ‘Upgrade’ of the QSFC as their 1st or 2nd 
preference (the most of any within this analysis). 

x Only 13.16% of respondents chose a QSFC site as their first preference and a 
non-QSFC site as their second preference, or vice-versa. 

x The ‘Upgrade’ of the QSFC is the option with the best mean average score of 5.05 
closely followed by the ‘New Build’ on the QSFC site option with 2.95 

x Keeping the pool in the town centre appears to be the most cited influencing factor 
in respondents’ decision making for their first option preferences.  
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 Facility Mix Preference Analysis 
 Question 10 of the survey asks respondents to mark different elements of the 

potential facility mix of a new facility by importance. 

 Unlike in question 7 (regarding respondents’ preferences for the options on what the of 
future swimming provision in Shrewsbury), question 10 uses a Likert system that allows 
respondents to show the level of importance they attached to each of the facility elements 
available.  

 Respondents are not limited to the number of ‘Very important’ or ‘Not very important at 
all’ responses they choose. This allows respondents to reflect more accurately the 
strength of feeling they have on each issue.  

 Mean average Likert scores are a useful means of showing the balance in the strength of 
feeling respondents have for each facility element. A response of ‘Very Important’ scores 
5, ‘Important’ scores 4, ‘No opinion’ scores 3, ‘Not important’ scores 2 and ‘Not very 
important at all’ scores 1. The total score for each facility element is then divided by the 
number of responses (1481) to calculate its mean average score. The results of question 
8 is detailed in Figure 15.  

Figure 15 - Respondents’ use of local swimming facilities (Source: Survey data. Sample 
size: 1481). 
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 Figure 15 shows that 92.5% of respondents felt learn to swim facilities were either 
important or very important and 91% responded similarly for a more inclusive swimming 
timetable (both these options scored an average Likert score of over 4.4 –where 5.0 is 
the maximum score, 3.0 is a neutral score and 1.0 is the lowest possible score). 75.56% 
felt diving boards and flumes were either important or very important with an average 
Likert score of 3.9, indicating that this is also considered an important facility element by 
respondents. 

 The importance of location and accessibility for the new pool is reinforced by the findings 
from question 10. 88.5% of respondents felt proximity to public transport links was also 
either important or very important and 72.25% of respondents felt that being close to the 
town centre was similarly important (both elements returned an average Likert score of 
over 3.95). The importance of being close to the town centre rose by over 55% for 
respondents over the age of 60. These scores reinforce the findings from the data 
analysis about the importance of the pool being in the town centre.  

 Respondents felt that the following elements were less important than those above as 
fewer respondents regarded them as either important or very important: Onsite parking 
(63.9%), a crèche (58.3%), an onsite Gym (56.2%) and onsite Fitness classes (50.5%). 
However, each of these elements returned a Likert score of above 3.0 meaning they are 
considered somewhat important, rather than unimportant, by respondents.  

 Only two facility elements returned more responses for not very important or not very 
important at all. 66.1% of respondents felt that a Sports hall on the same site was not 
important to some degree and 68.33% felt similarly regarding having outdoor pitches or a 
games area on the same site.  

 Further analysis of the responses from different demographics and behavioral categories 
is detailed below in the cross-tabulations categories.  

 Section Summary 
 The section shows that the most important facility elements are learn to swim facilities 

and an inclusive swimming timetable.  

 The rest of the key findings from this section can be seen below. 

Key Findings from Facility Mix Preference 

x Questions have a sufficient sample size for a confidence level of 99% with a 
3.4% margin of error. 

x ‘Learn to swim’ facilities and a more inclusive swimming timetable were 
considered to be the most important facility elements.  

x Close links to public transport and ‘Proximity to town centre’s` were also 
considered important by respondents. 

x ‘Diving boards/flumes’, ‘Onsite parking’ and ‘Crèche/play area’ were considered 
moderately important by respondents 

x Sports hall and outside pitches/games areas are not considered as important  
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 Facility Utilisation 
 The survey uses several questions to understant respondents use of the QSFC pool and 

other facilities in the area and the reasons for this. 

 Figure 16 shows the breakdown in respondents by their usage of the QSFC pool and 
other facilities for swimming.  

Figure 16 - Respondents’ use of local swimming facilities (Source: Survey data. Sample 
size: 1924). 

 
 Figure 16 shows that 62% of respondents use only the QSFC pool and a further 15% use 

the pool some of the time (77% in total).  

 15% of respondents use only other facilities (either facilities outside of Shrewsbury or 
other facilities in Shrewsbury). 

 Via an open comments box, Question 2 collects data on the pools that respondents 
typically use other than the QSFC: “If you use other facilities, let us know where.”  

 Figure 17 shows the most common facilities entered into the text box in response to the 
question. The larger the dot, the more often that site was mentioned in response to this 
question. 
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Figure 17- Words most commonly mentioned when respondents were asked about their use 
of 'Other Pools' (Source: Survey data. 88 data samples taken from 312 responses). 

 
 As shown in Figure 16, the most commonly used facilities captured by question 2 were  

‘Welshpool’, ‘Bannatyne’ and ‘Shrewsbury Club’ 

x ‘Welshpool’ is likely to refer to the Flash Centre in Welshpool, a 33minute drive 
from Shrewsbury.  

x ‘Bannatyne’ is considered likely to refer to the Bannatyne Health Club located on 
the Oteley road in Shrewsbury, a 10minute drive from the QSFC.  

x ‘Shrewsbury Club’ is a private facility 15minutes drive from the QSFC. 

x There are 13 references to the ‘Rowton Castle’ facility. The Castle Country Club 
(at Rowton Castle) is located an 18minutes drive away from the QSFC.  

x Of the four most commonly referred to facilities from this analysis only the Flash 
Centre at Welshpool is a facility available the general public and not just to private 
members. 

 The findings from Figure 16 indicate that the main competitor to the QSFC pool is 
Welshpool. The rest of the competition comes from local pools located in private 
member’s clubs.  
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 The key findings from this area of analysis can be seen below. 

Key Findings from Facility Utilisation Analysis 
 

x The sample size for the response to question 1 has a 99% confidence level with 
a 2% margin of error. 

x 77% of respondents use the QSFC and 62% of respondents only use the 
QSFC.  

x Welshpool was the most commonly referred used alternative community pool 
used by respondents to the open text box. 

x The other most commonly referred to pools in the text box were all pools 
located in private health clubs or gyms.  
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 Detailed Data Analysis and Cross Tabulations 

 Summary of Section 
 This section assesses how specific groups of respondents answered the survey. 

Specifically, this section will focus on the ‘outcome’ questions (questions 7 and 10) to 
show how different group’s opinions varied across the answers.  

 1st Preference Analysis 
 The analysis of the ranking question methodology raised the issue of defining the 

‘distance’ between different ranking position for individuals. The only preference that can 
be assumed to be at roughly the same equivalency across all responses is the 1st 
preference. Therefore, in the cross tabular analysis, only the 1st preferences will be taken 
forward.  

 Figure 18 shows the the distribution of 1st preference responses by postcode (due to 
sample size, only SY1-SY5 are being used for this analysis). The un-segmented 
percentage of 1st option preferences is included on the left of each option preference (in 
red) for the purposes of comparison.  

Figure 18- 1st Option Preferences by Post Code (Source: Survey data. Total Sample Size: 
1339. Sample Break down: SY1 - 303, SY2 - 231, SY3 - 587, SY4 – 93, SY5 - 125). 
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Figure 19- First preference responses by post code area (Source: Survey data. Total Sample Size: 1339. Sample Break down: SY1 - 303, SY2 - 231, SY3 - 587, SY4 – 93, 
SY5 - 125).
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 Analysis of Figure 18 and 19 should take into consideration that due to the relative 
population sizes of each post code area, only responses for SY3 meet the confidence 
criteria of 95%, +/- 5% (SY3 confidence level is 98.5% +/- 5%). The confidence levels for 
each of the other post codes are as follows (each with a margin of error of +/-5%):  

x SY1 – 91.9% 

x SY2 – 87.3% 

x SY4 – 66.6%  

x SY5 – 73.7% 

 Figure 18 shows how 1st preference responses showed correlation across different post 
codes. Respondents from SY1 were more likely to favour the New Build at Shrewsbury 
Sports Village option by a margin of 17% across the total (at factor of 100%).It should be 
noted that Figure 19 shows that cumulatively 57% of respondents from SY1 chose one of 
the QSFC based options as their most preferred option compared to 43% preferring non-
QSFC options. The findings produced by analysis of SY1 respondents alone are below 
the confidence threshold at 91.8%, however, they may still be considered a good 
indication of SY1 preferences.  

 Respondents from SY4 behaved similarly to those from SY1. Figure 18 shows that SY4 
respondents were below the overall average across each of the three QSFC options. 
Figure 19 shows that, similar to SY1, 33% of SY4 respondents most preferred the 
Shrewsbury Sports Village option, 16% above the average. Figure 19 also shows that 
only 45% of SY4 respondents named a QSFC site as their most preferred option, the 
lowest of all five Shrewsbury post codes. SY4 was the only post code to have more than 
50% of respondents selecting a non-QSFC option as their first preference. These findings 
should only be considered as an indication due to the low confidence level for the area. 

 Respondents from SY3 show that people from this area are more likely to favour the 
QSFC site options. Figure 19 shows that 84% of SY3 respondents most preferred a 
QSFC option. The most preferred option of all SY3 respondents was the the New Build 
on the QSFC with 31%. SY3 respondents were significantly less likely to opt for either the 
Shrewsbury Sports Village or Shrewsbury College options with a margin of 11% and 5% 
respectively. Due to the large sample size, findings from SY3 can be considered very 
robust. 

 SY2 and SY5 showed similar first preference patterns. Both show respondents roughly 
reflecting the average 1st preference average scores for the QSFC sites. The option 
receiving the highest number of SY2 preferences was the Refurbishment of QSFC. SY2 
also showed a slight increase in preference for the Shrewsbury College option with a 
margin of 7% above the preference average. SY2 has a relatively high confidence level 
of 87% and can therefore be considered to provide a good indication of the SY2 
population without adhering to the confidence thresholds required to be considered 
reliable. 
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 The highest scoring option for SY5 was the New Build at QSFC pool, with 24%. The 
largest margin above the average was for Shrewsbury college (+9%) and the lowest was 
for the Sports Village (-9%). Results for SY5 have a relatively low confidence level of 
73.7% with a +/-5% margin of error. These findings should therefore be considered an 
indication of the perspectives in the area. 

 Figures 20 and 21 shows the 1st preferences results segmented by different age 
segmentations from the survey. The overall average score each option achieved is given 
on the left of Figure 20 (in blue). 

Figure 20- 1st Option Preferences by Age (Source: Survey data. Total Sample Size: 1481. Sample 
Break down: 0-15 – 37, 16-19 – 83, 20-29 – 142, 30-44 – 142, 45-59 – 479, 60-69 – 188, 70+ - 66). 

 
 Figure 21- 1st Option Preferences by Age (Source: Survey data. Total Sample Size: 1481. Sample 
Break down: 0-15 – 37, 16-19 – 83, 20-29 – 142, 30-44 – 142, 45-59 – 479, 60-69 – 188, 70+ - 66). 

 

0%
5%

10%
15%
20%
25%
30%
35%
40%
45%

Refurb
Quarry

Upgrade
Quarry

New Build on
Quarry

New build at
Clayton Way

New build at
Ellesmere

Road

New build on
Shrewsbury

Sports Village

New build on
Shrewsbury

College,
London Road

%
 o

f r
es

po
nd

en
ts

Facility options as responded to by age group

1 - Preferred option 0-15 16-19 20-29 30-44 45-59 60-69 70

0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

30%

35%

40%

45%

0-15 16-19 20-29 30-44 45-59 60-69 70

%
 o

f r
es

po
nd

en
ts

Facility options as responded to by age group

Refurb Quarry Upgrade Quarry
New Build on Quarry New build at Clayton Way
New build at Ellesmere Road New build on Shrewsbury Sports Village
New build on Shrewsbury College, London Road

Page 69



                                   
   
  Shrewsbury Swimming Pool Consultation Analysis  
 

Page 40 of 54 

 Figures 20 and 21 demonstrates the distribution of first preferences by age group.  

 An important element to note is that only two age categories have the minimum 
confidence thresholds required for the findings to be considered robust for that group, 
these being 30-44 year olds (96.6% confidence level) and 45-59 year olds (97.1 
confidence level). The confidence level of the other age categories falls below the 
confidence thresholds (95% confidence level with a +/-5% margin of error): 

x 0-15 – 45.5% 

x 16-19 – 63.7% 

x 20-29 – 76.6% 

x 60-69 – 83% 

x 70+ - 58.3 

 As the characteristics of respondents in this segmentation are distributed in a linear 
sequence (i.e. increasing in age), Figure 21 offers good insight into how age interacts as 
a factor with each facility option.  

 Figure 21 shows that both the Refurbish and Upgrade QSFC Pool options are “V” 
shaped. This means they are more popular amongst younger and older respondents and 
tend become decreasingly popular as they approach the middle age band of 30-44. Both 
the Refurbish and Upgrade QSFC pool options received their lowest first option choice 
form 30-44 year olds (17% and 16% respectively – below an average preference score of 
c.23% for both). 

 Conversely, the new builds on Shrewsbury Sports Village and at Shrewsbury College 
show “n’ shaped graphs. This shape indicates that these options are less popular with 
younger and older age groups, but increase in popularity as respondents approach the 
middle age category of 30-44.   

 Of the five most popular options, only the New Build at QSFC shows a consistent 
percentage of first preference options across the age categories showing a variance of 
just 14%. This option is also the most popular option for 30-44 year olds, narrowly ahead 
of the Shrewsbury Sports Village option.  

 Figure 21 also shows that, when considering only the five most popular preferences the 
distances between options is reduced the closer the respondent is to the 30-44 age 
category. This is known as a ‘bow-tie’ effect. This is evidenced by the 0-15-year-old 
category returning an 24% margin between the most and least popular options for that 
age group (the Refurbishment of QSFC and the New Build at Shrewsbury Sports Village). 
Similarly, the margin separating options for the 70+ category is 27% (between the  
Refurbish the QSFC option and a New Build at Shrewsbury College). As respondents get 
closer to the middle age category the margin between the most and least popular option 
reduces significantly to just 5% for the 30-44 age group.  
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 Using statistically robust data it is possible to conclude that there is a relatively small 
differentiation of just 15% between the five most popular options for the 30-44 age 
category. The most popular option for this age group was the New Build at QSFC pool. 
There was a similar distribution of preferences in the 45-59 age category of 12% but only 
a 2% margin separates the three QSFC based options (Refurbishment being the most 
popular with 24%). 

 Figure 22 (below) shows how the frequency respondents swim impacts upon the first 
preference of respondents.  

Figure 22- 1st Option Preferences by Swim Frequency (Source: Survey data. Total Sample Size: 1481. 
Sample Break down: 1x per day – 39, Several Times per week – 359, 1x per week – 382, 1x per 
fortnight – 153, 1x per month – 171, 1x every few months – 111, Not regularly - 155). 

 

 Due to sample sizes the confidence levels of each swim frequency segmentation fall 
below the requisite 95% confidence level with a +/- 5% margin of error. Two important 
segmentations, ‘Several times per week’ and ‘Once per week’ do achieve confidence 
level very close to the threshold at 94.2% and 94.96%respectively. For the purposes of 
this analysis, this level of confidence will be considered robust. The confidence levels for 
the other segments are detailed below: 
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 Figure 22 is arranged so that the preferences of those that swim most frequently are 
shown on the left and those that swim least on the right of each preference option. This 
enables Figure 22 to illustrate the trends that emerge around each option when swim 
frequency is considered. For example, when the Refurbishment of QSFC option is 
considered a correlation between those that swim regularly being more likely to have 
placed this as their first preference can be seen. A similar pattern can be seen in the 
‘Upgrade’ QSFC option.  

 Conversely, the new build on QSFC, Shrewsbury Sports Village and Shrewsbury College 
score a greater percentage of their first preference votes whereas the more frequent 
swimmers favour these options less.  

 The highest scoring facility option for those respondents that swim once per week or 
more was the Refurbishment at the QSFC followed by the Upgrade option (83% 
cumulative versus 77% cumulative respectively). Furthermore, when regular swimmers 
are taken as one group, they have a sample size of 780 and therefore can be considered 
to produce more reliable results. Therefore, it is possible to conclude that the 
Refurbishment and the Upgrade of the QSFC are the most popular sites amongst regular 
swimmers.  
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 Facilities Mix Analysis 
 The analysis of the facilities mix preferences is subject to similar sample size constraints as the first preference analysis.  

 Figure 23 shows the percentage variance in how important respondents’ felt certain facility elements were, segmented by age.  N.B. This graph 
shows the variance of each option by age group. 

Figure 23- Facility mix element importance by age group (Source: Survey data. Total Sample Size: 1481. Sample Break down: 0-15 – 37, 16-19 – 83, 20-29 – 142, 30-44 – 142, 45-
59 – 479, 60-69 – 188, 70+ - 66). 
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 Figure 23 shows that the facility mix elements shown to be considered ‘not important’ 
across the entire survey are important to different age categories, especially respondents 
aged 29 or under. 

 Figure 23 shows there is a 25-30% increase in the importance assigned to both the 
Sports hall and Outdoor pitches by respondents aged 29 and under. Similarly, there is a 
70% increase in the importance of an on-site gyms and a 35% increase regarding on-site 
gym classes by respondents aged 29 and under. This indicates that in order to attract 
people 29 years old or younger, the new facility should offer a wider mix of sports and 
leisure activities than required if trying to attract an older profile of users. 

 Finally, Figure 23 shows that 30-44 year olds felt it was less important than the average 
respondent to have the site of the pool closest to the town centre.  

Key Findings from the Detailed Data and Cross Tabular Analysis 

x The level of confidence in the reliability of cross tabular analysis was often 
under the required threshold due to small sample size amongst some 
demographics 

x Respondents from postcode SY3 were more likely to place one of the QSFC 
options as their first preference. 

x Respondents from SY1 and SY4 were more likely to prefer the option at the 
Shrewsbury Sports Village. 

x The closer to the middle of the age categories the smaller the disparity in first 
choice preferences between the top five options. 

x The most popular option for 30-44 year olds is the New Build at QSFC Pool 

x In the 45-59 category only a 2% margin separates the three QSFC based 
options (Refurbishment being the most popular with 24%). 

x The respondents that swam regularly (once per week or more) were more likely 
to have preferred the Refurbish or Upgrade options of the QSFC Pool 

x The respondents that swam less or infrequently were more likely to prefer the 
options at Shrewsbury Village or Shrewsbury College.  

x Younger respondents were far more likely to consider the facility elements of a 
‘Gym’, ‘Sports hall’ or ‘outdoor games area/pitches’ on site than any other age 
group.  

x 30-44 year olds placed less importance on the town centre location than any 
other age group. 
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 Qualitative Consultation Analysis 

 Summary of Section 
 As part of the survey process, the Council undertook consultations with key stakeholders, 

to understand their views on the future development plans for the leisure facilities in 
Shrewsbury. The following stakeholders or stakeholder groups were consulted as part of 
this process.  

x Cllr Hannah Fraser 

x Northgate Swimming Club 

x Shrewsbury Business Improvement District (BID) 

x Shrewsbury Town Council 

x Shropshire Disability Network 

x Quarry Swimming and Fitness Forum (QSFF)  

 The consultations were summarised by the council and the key points summarised under 
the headings: Facility Mix, Revenue Modelling, Town Centre Location vs. Edge of Town, 
Accessibility, Non-swimming future of the existing site and Alternative Town Centre 
Locations. The Council’s summary was sent back to the consultees who confirmed the 
accuracy of the summary.  

 This summary has been used, along with the original written responses provided by the 
consultees to draw together a summary of the key points raised in the consultations that 
contribute to the purpose of this report. The report summary (below) has emphasised 
elements of the consultations that relate more directly to the emerging findings of the 
survey. This is to ensure that the contributions of the consultees are used to add to the 
emerging findings of the report, rather than providing stand-alone findings with no 
connection or basis in the rest of the consultation. For full transparency, each point 
summarised in the section below is referenced to the consultations from which it 
originated.  

 The overall findings of the qualitative analysis of the written consultations will then be 
summarised and added to the overall findings of the report.  
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 Location of the pool 
 A major theme that was prominent is maintaining the pool in the town centre. This is for 

many reasons such as giving more people the chance to visit the pool as well as 
encouraging people to spend more money in the town centre.  A study of 500 members 
undertaken by BID concluded that 90% were in favour of the pool staying in the town14. 
This point was supported by Cllr Hannah Fraser ‘the location of the pool in the town 
centre is vitally important to allow equality of access for people from all parts of the 
town’15. Shrewsbury Town Council additionally stated that the town council would like the 
pool to be ‘retained in the town centre’16.  

 The Quarry Swimming and Fitness Forum (QSFF) emphasises this point by claiming ‘A 
central site conveniently serves a much larger proportion of the population than a 
peripheral one and encourages regular use, as well as providing sustainable travel 
options for young and old’17. The Shropshire Disability Network stated that ‘there was a 
strong feeling that facilities should be kept in a central location i.e. Shrewsbury Town as 
they do other things before or after using the Quarry facilities’18. They also ran a short poll 
where 57% of participants would prefer the QSFC facilities to be retained in some way. 

 The majority of the current users live or work in the town. According to QSFF’s 75-80% of 
current users ‘live and/or work in the town, which also reflects the population distribution 
of the catchment. Existing users are likely to form the core of user of a new facility’ 19 and 
therefore it is important to note that it is unlikely all of these current users would continue 
using the pool in a different location. 

 These findings do not come as a surprise because two surveys (2007,2014) had already 
come up with similar results. The two surveys found that ‘some 75% of people wanted a 
central location for the facility’20. 

                                                      
 
14 Shrewsbury Business Improvement District. (30th October 2015). Business Development, p.5. 
15 Cllr Hannah Fraser. (29th October 2015). Comments on the Strategic Leisure Swimming pool 
report, p1. 
16 Shrewsbury Town Council. (1st July 2015). Swimming Provision in Shrewsbury – Consultation, 
p.1). 
17 Quarry Swimming and Fitness Forum Response to Shropshire Council Consultation 
Documents. (October 2015). Executive Summary, p2). 
18 Shropshire Disability Network (30th October 2015). The collective voice from Shropshire 
Disability Network re Swimming Provision Consultation, p1. 
19 Quarry Swimming and Fitness Forum Response to Shropshire Council Consultation 
Documents. (October 2015). Setting the scene- Existing situation, 7) 
20 Quarry Swimming and Fitness Forum Response to Shropshire Council Consultation 
Documents. (October 2015). Setting the scene- Existing situation, p.8) 
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 Economic Impact 
 The economic impact to Shrewsbury of the new pool has to be taken into account. The 

consultation has failed to ‘assess the impact of the closure of the QSFC pool on the 
economic activity of the town’21 according to Cllr Hannah Fraser. This was supported by 
Shrewsbury Town Council22 and was further emphasised by BID where they assert that 
by not having the pool in a central location the local economy would loose a considerable 
amount of trade. They noted that in the Quarry User Survey December 2014 the survey 
found that ‘half of people who use the pool engage in another activity in the town; one 
third say they combine their visit with shopping’23. 

 This issue is further raised by Shrewsbury Town Council where they explain that ‘a 
number of residents have mentioned that they combine multiple activities in one trip’24. 
This can be further backed up by the QSFF’s study ‘a central location allows people 
make a multi-purpose visit to the benefit of the towns, economy. A fringe location 
generally means single purpose visits’25. 

 Travel to facilities 
 A recurring theme was the ease of travelling to a central location for the majority of 

respondents as well as it being a more environmentally friendly option.  Shrewsbury 
Town Council considers one of the major benefits of swimming provision being in the 
town centre is that everyone can access the site easily on public transport. They want to 
ensure there is less reliance on the car to get to a pool and claims that ‘all options other 
than the quarry will create a greater reliance on the car’26. Shropshire Council’s own 
planning polices include encouraging more sustainable modes of transport, and reducing 
the needs of people to travel by car.  

 According to QSFF ‘A peripheral location would disregard town, county and national 
policies on accessibility’ 27. BID stated ‘the current location enables the largest number of 
people to get to the facility on foot, cycling or on bus’28. Cllr Hannah Fraser also believes 
that an out of town location would create inequality. She claims that ‘section 2.17 states 
that the new facility must be accessible on foot, public transport and by car. However, it is 
clear that the out of town locations are not adequately accessible by these means’29. 

                                                      
 
21 Cllr Hannah Fraser. (29th October 2015). Economic Viability, p.3. 
22 Shrewsbury Town Council. (1ST July 2015). Financial Drivers, p.2. 
23 Shrewsbury Business Improvement District. (30th October 2015). Economic, Social and 
communal mix and impact, p3. 
24 Shrewsbury Town Council. (1ST July 2015). Financial Drivers, p.2. 
25 Quarry Swimming and Fitness Forum Response to Shropshire Council Consultation 
Documents. (October 2015).  Setting the scene – Existing situation, p.11. 
26 Shrewsbury Town Council. (1ST July 2015). Community Drivers p2. 
27 Quarry Swimming and Fitness Forum Response to Shropshire Council Consultation 
Documents. (October 2015). Executive Summary, p3). 
28 Shrewsbury Business Improvement District. (30th October 2015). Transport and access, p .3. 
29 Cllr Hannah Fraser. (29th October 2015). Transport assumptions, p1. 
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 The Shropshire Disability Network spoke to family members who explained the fact they 
often use the QSFC pool before or between shifts because of work commitments. They 
said if they ‘had to go across town they would not have time’30 and would have to stop 
swimming as a result. 

 The mode of transport to the new facility should be a major focus. The Shropshire Local 
Development Framework CS6 requires proposals likely to generate significant levels of 
traffic to be located in accessible locations where opportunities for walking, cycling and 
use of public transport can be maximised. ‘Clearly these policies do not favour edge of 
town or out of town developments’31. 

 Those who currently walk or cycle to the pool will struggle if the location is moved. 
According to QSSF ‘the greatest number of people who cannot depend on car travel are 
within the urban area. As a result, the present patterns of transport to the centre of town 
tend to be by walking or cycling, with bus users being those of more limited mobility or 
coming from the points further from the centre. Moving to the periphery of town 4 km 
away will mean many will be unable to attend creating health inequalities across the 
town’32. 

 Environmental Impact. 
 The environmental impact of moving the facility needs to be taken into account. If the 

location is moved out of town ‘increased mileage will lead to increased 
congestion…Walking options will be reduced for most. Cycling will become much harder 
for most’33. This can be illuminated by BID where they strongly believe that ‘moving the 
pool out of town would reduce enormously the number of people not using cars’34. 

                                                      
 
30 Shropshire Disability Network (30th October 2015)., The collective voice from Shropshire 
Disability Network re Swimming Provision Consultation, p2. 
31 Quarry Swimming and Fitness Forum Response to Shropshire Council Consultation 
Documents. (October 2015).  Setting the scene – Existing situation, p.10. 
32 Quarry Swimming and Fitness Forum Response to Shropshire Council Consultation 
Documents. (October 2015).  Setting the scene – Existing situation, p.11. 
33 Quarry Swimming and Fitness Forum Response to Shropshire Council Consultation 
Documents. (October 2015). Executive Summary, p3. 
34 Shrewsbury Business Improvement District. (30th October 2015). Transport and Access, p.4). 

Page 78



                                   
   
  Shrewsbury Swimming Pool Consultation Analysis  
 

Page 49 of 54 

 Facilities mix – Swimming Experience 
 The mix of facilities within the new pool has not been discussed extensively. The poll ran 

by the Shropshire Disability Network showed that ‘92% of those taking part in our survey 
said they would like hydrotherapy facilities’35. Section 1.3 of the consultation states that 
there is a need to improve the swimming experience. The lack of discussion in regards to 
the mix of facilities was also questioned by Cllr Hannah Fraser. She mentions the fact 
that ‘the proposals do not include flumes or diving boards, which is considered to reduce 
the swimming experience particularly for young people’36. 

 Summary 
 Overall the responses show that there is a strong feeling towards having a centrally 

located pool. This would allow more people to travel to the pool and therefore improve 
accessibility to the site as well as it being a more environmentally friendly option. By not 
having the pool in the town centre, consultees felt it would restrict the amount of users 
walking to the pool as well as people being able to easily use public transport to access 
the site. 

 There is a collective feeling from all of the consultations that if the pool was not central 
then fewer people would be able to access the facility and participation numbers would 
drop. With the increase in demand expected in Shrewsbury it is clear that the opinion is 
that to best cope with this the pool will need to be in the centre of town. In the QSFF’s 
report they identified that with the ‘coming of the university the need to have good 
entertainment and fitness facilities easily accessible to students, in their lunch breaks and 
before or after classes is vital’37. 

 Consultees reported that although the consultation was very thorough on participation 
numbers at the new pool there was a clear concern with the broadness of the study.  
Furthermore, the consultees raised concerns that the survey did not give a 
comprehensive discussion on the economic effects if the pool was not central.  

 Analysis of consultations shows the prevailing opinion amongst respondents is that a 
central location is essential for a Shrewsbury’s future pool. This is due to the perception 
that having the pools accessibility for all persons, proximity to local businesses and 
retailers, convenience for hubs of employment, minimizing the environmental impact of 
commuters to the pool and proximity to projected population increases (i.e. university 
students) would be the best way of ensuring maximum facility utilisation and therefore 
revenue for the provision.  

                                                      
 
35 Shropshire Disability Network (30th October 2015). The collective voice from Shropshire 
Disability Network re Swimming Provision Consultation, p3. 
36 Cllr Hannah Fraser. (29th October 2015). Proposed mix of facilities, p1. 
37 Quarry Swimming and Fitness Forum Response to Shropshire Council Consultation 
Documents. (October 2015).  Setting the scene – Existing situation, p.10. 
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 As the QSFC site is the most centrally located option of the seven given, the 
consultations reinforce the finding from section 3 that the location of the pool should 
remain at the site. However, it should be noted that there is little obvious consensus 
emerging from the consultations as to which of the QSFC options should be taken 
forward.  
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 Consultation Outcomes and Summary 

 Section Summary 
 The report has analysed the robustness of the consultation process and presented the 

key findings emerging from the information gathered. This section presents the outcomes 
and evidence based conclusions from each section of the report.  

 Consultation Method Evaluation 
 Overall the report has found that although the information gathering process, survey 

construction and consultation of key groups presented some weaknesses, the evidence 
gathered in the Future of Swimming in Shrewsbury public consultation remains robust 
and representative of catchment area.  

INFORMATION GATHERING PROCESS 
 The research process satisfied several key elements of information gathering; 

x The length of five months was considered adequate for potentially interested 
parties to have participated in the survey 

x The report found that the council had gone to sufficient lengths to publicise and 
make the general public aware of the consultation being undertaken and how they 
should participate 

x By consulting with several key groups from the community the consultation also 
captured the opinions of difficult to reach groups from the community. 

x The report’s conclusion regarding the integrity of the information gathering 
process is reached in full regard of the release of information that could potentially 
be part way through the consultation process. This conclusion has been reached 
because the analysis of reasons respondents gave for their preferences indicated 
that the impact of this document was likely to only impact a small number of 
respondents.  

SAMPLE QUALITY 
 The report concludes that the sample is of sufficient quality to consider the findings of the 

survey to be statistically robust. This conclusion has been reached because the size is 
large enough to satisfy the minimum confidence thresholds laid out in the research 
methodology for most question responses.  

 In addition, the consultation length was found to be sufficient to allow all interested 
parties to participate. The over-representation of regular swimmers and the over-
representation of SY3 or 30-59-year-old respondents is not considered a significant 
weakness in the robustness of the survey findings.  
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SURVEY CONSTRUCTION 
 The report concludes that the survey construction was adequate for the needs of the 

survey. This conclusion is reached because the survey uses recognised question 
methodologies to gather data on respondent’s preferences. Where necessary the report 
has used text frequency analysis to carry out quantitative analysis of open text box 
responses. 

 Data Analysis 
 The data analysis focused on the two key ‘outcome’ questions of the survey, questions 7 

and 10.  

 Analysis of respondents’ preferred options yielded the following findings:  

x 68% of 1st preference responses went to one of the three options relating to the 
QSFC.  

x The most commonly selected first preference option from the survey findings was 
Refurbishment of the QSFC pool with 23.5% followed by the New Build on the 
QSFC site (22.89%) and Upgrade on the QSFC options (21.67%). However, the 
sample size means the findings are robust to a 99% confidence level with a 3.4% 
margin of error meaning all three QSFC options fall within the margin of error. It is 
therefore not possible to draw an outright conclusion from respondents’ first 
preferences.  

x 30.32% of respondents selected Upgrade of the QSFC Pool as their 1st or 2nd 
preference (the most of any under this analysis). This finding is not affected by the 
margin of error. 

x 92.8 of the 1008 respondents that chose a QSFC based option as their first 
preference, chose an alternative QSFC site option as their second preference. 
Similarly, 74.2% of respondents that chose a non QSFC based option as their first 
preference selected another non QSFC option as their second option. Only 
13.16% of respondents chose QSFC site as their first preference and a non 
QSFC option as their second preference, or vice-versa. This indicates a divide in 
location preference in respondents along the lines of location of the site. 

x Location of the new pool is reinforced as an important factor in deciding 
respondents’ preferences by the analysis of question 8 (Reasons for 
preferences). 49.42% of respondents were found to have included a key word in 
their response indicating that the location of the pool was a key factor in their 
option preferences.  
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 The following findings are drawn from question 10: 

x Learning to swim and a swimming timetable that caters to different types of 
swimmers are considered to be the most important elements of the facility mix 
options.  

x Close links to public transport and ‘Proximity to town centre’ were also considered 
important elements of any new facility. 

x ‘Diving boards/flumes’, ‘Onsite parking’ and ‘Crèche/play area’ were also 
considered some what important by respondents 

x Sports hall and outside pitches/games areas are actively considered not important 
on average across all respondents. 

 Detailed Data Analysis 
 When compared to the overall average across each preference option the analysis found 

that respondents from SY3 were more likely to place one of the QSFC as their first 
preference. For respondents from SY1 and SY4 there was an increased likelihood for 
their first preference to be the Shrewsbury Sports Village. However, the cumulative first 
preference responses for the QSFC options were greater than any of the the non-QSFC 
options across all 5 post code area examined. SY4 was the only post code area to have 
below 50% of respondents choosing one of the three QSFC based options. 

 The closer to the middle of the age categories (30-44) the smaller the disparity in first 
choice preferences between the top five options. Younger and older respondents tended 
to be more in favour or staying at the existing QSFC site. In comparison to older or 
younger age groups, the closer respondents were to the middle age category of 30-44, 
the more likely they were to favour the Shrewsbury Sport Village or the Shrewsbury 
College options. The New build at the QSFC site was the only option out of the 5 most 
commonly preferred to be receive relatively steady support across all age groups. 

 The respondents that swam regularly (once per week or more) were more likely to have 
preferred the Refurbish or Upgrade options of the QSFC pool. The respondents that 
swam infrequently were more likely to prefer the options at Shrewsbury Village or 
Shrewsbury College. However, it should be noted that no location received more first 
preference responses across all swim frequencies than the existing QSFC site.  

 Younger respondents were far more likely to consider the facility elements of a Gym, 
Sports hall or outdoor games area/pitches on site than any other age group. It is 
therefore considered that having a broad facilities mix may be key to attracting younger 
people to Shrewsbury’s new facility. 30-44 year olds placed less importance on the town 
centre location than any other age group.  
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 Qualitative Evidence Review 
 A detailed review of the six consultations was undertaken as part of the study.  

 The low level of responses, coupled with a lack of a consultation directly regarding the 
interests of the young, elderly or ethnic minorities of the area represents a gap in the 
representation of these groups of people.  

 The qualitative review analysis highlighted five key themes emerging from the six 
consultations;  

x Location 

x Economic Impact 

x Travel to facilities 

x Environmental impact 

x Facilities Mix 

 A summary of these factors found that, with the exception of facilities mix, the consultees 
favoured the pool remaining in a central location as it was perceived that it would have a 
beneficial impact on the towns commerce from both local and touristic trade, would 
enable all sections of society, including future and emerging groups of potential users 
(such as students) to have greater ease of access to the facility. In addition, it was 
perceived by consultees that the better public transport links to the town centre from 
surrounding areas would help to reduce or limit the environmental impact of commuters 
to the facility.  

 These findings are in agreement with the overall findings from the data analysis that the 
future swimming provision in Shrewsbury should stay in a location close to the town 
centre. 
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