Proposed Bath Transportation Package
Misinformation supplied by B&NES Council and Officers

The following items refer to the Report supplied by the Case Officer with the Agenda for the meeting of the Development Control Committee (DCC) held on 5th August 2009.

1. Misleading

Map reference item number 04 attached to the Agenda does NOT show that the western half of the proposed car park site is already in B&NES ownership and the other half in private ownership. 

No clarification for the DCC meeting on 5 August 2009, that half the site is subject to a Compulsory Purchase Order (CPO), even though CPOs were considered and approved some months ago.     

2. Misleading

The Case Officer reported on page 25, paragraph 2, entitled ‘Further Update’ that,

“They [Department for Transport (DfT)] have stated that without the Bus Rapid Transit Route, they would not be willing to continue to fund the Package.”

As the DCC has now resolved to ‘inform the Secretary of State that the Council is minded to permit the proposed planning application’ which shows the BRT route ending at Windsor Bridge, we assume that the DCC are aware that the DfT are unlikely to fund the package, due to the route ending at Windsor Bridge and not continuing into the City. Furthermore, the proposal has materially altered since the grant application to the DfT. 
3. Omission
The Case Officer reported on page 26, paragraph 2, regarding the Bath Western Riverside Development (BWR) – Crest Nicholson development – that negotiations were said to be advanced regarding Section 106 requirements for contribution of land, works and cash to continue the BRT route through their site.

No details of these ‘negotiations’ were given either by the Case Officer or a DCC Member at the meeting who stated that “Section 106 was on track”, omission of any details giving rise to a ‘lack of information.’ Without a signed agreement with the developer; which may or not be Crest Nicholson as they have stated that the project is postponed indefinitely; there is no guarantee that any such Section 106 agreement will ever be implemented and therefore the Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) route may never be carried farther east than Windsor Bridge Road.  The decision by the DCC to ‘be minded to permit’ the application has been made without any definite Section 106 agreement and as such will not comply with the DfT requirements. 

4. Misleading

The Case Officer reported on page 27, paragraphs 2 and 3 that, 
“As use of the BRT route can provide a guaranteed time of 6 minutes, this would result in a saving during these peak periods of up to 11 or 12 minutes, and make the journey time up to three times as fast.”     
We assume this statement refers to the BRT, if constructed, through the BWR and on into the City, which is not the present proposal. He also reported that,

“The BRT as proposed would provide a guaranteed journey time from the Newbridge Park and Ride to Windsor Bridge Road (and in due course on through the BWR to the city centre.)”

No such ‘guarantee’ can possibly be given at this stage as the effect of the park and ride buses having to access Windsor Bridge Road, an already heavily trafficked road is not known, and, therefore a false impression of journey time was presented to the DCC.

Alternatively, if the 6 minute travel time refers just to the BRT stretch then this is an increase in journey time over using the current route.

5. Misleading

The Case Officer reported on page 27, paragraph 4,  
“For example, traffic levels on the Upper Bristol Road are predicted to grow by 8% by 2021.”

In spite of many requests, made at meetings with council officers prior to the submission of this planning application, for account to be taken of present and future working methods, whereby many people now work from home using the internet and this practise may well increase, this does not appear to have been considered.

The predicted growth of traffic by 8% by 2021 would seem to be unsubstantiated giving a false impression of future traffic conditions.

6. Misinformation

The Case Officer reported on page 27, paragraph 5, 
“The service will offer new buses, which will meet the specification for the Quality Contract, to allow the bus to use the new dedicated Bus Rapid Transit Link through to Windsor Bridge Road and ultimately through the BWR development.”
This service will be required to use a section of Newbridge Road from the entrance and exit to the park and ride to the junction with Brassmill Lane and, although it is intended to widen Newbridge Road in order to provide bus lanes, buses will need to cross this road in order to gain access to and from Brassmill Lane. It is then intended to use a considerable length of Brassmill Lane, an existing heavily used narrow road, (see item 11 below), to convey buses to and from the car park. Indeed the buses will not travel ‘ultimately through the BWR development’ as this has been indefinitely postponed (see item 3 above), the service will join existing roads at Windsor Bridge not a dedicated route.
The Case Officer’s report states that this is a ‘dedicated’ route - this is inaccurate as a substantial proportion of the route is used by heavy and through traffic.

7. Misleading

The Case Officer reported on page 28, paragraph 2,
“Instead of a projected 1158 vehicles travelling east along the Upper Bristol Road at the junction of Locksbrook Road during the morning peak, the introduction of the BRT and extended Park and Ride will reduce this to only 941 (19% reduction.)”
This prediction we assume, does not take into account the change in working practises (see item 5 above) whereby the ‘through’ traffic may well reduce substantially, giving rise to a false impression of future traffic figures.  
In addition, the case officer assumes that all 217 drivers will want to use the park and ride service. 
8. Omission

The Case Officer reported on page 29, paragraph 5, entitled ‘Air Quality’, 
“The route will improve air quality with 13 of the 17 receptor points surveyed showing a beneficial impact in terms of emission levels.”
No mention is made of the Newbridge area in which the expanded car park is to be sited providing parking for 1000 cars, nor the obvious point that although the capacity is for 1000 cars, there will be many more than that number using the facility every day.

The omission of this information gives rise to a false assessment of the situation. 

9. Misleading

The Case Officer reported on page 44, paragraph 5, with regard to the original site for the car park, south of the river, and the Inspector’s recommendations following the Public Inquiry in rejecting that site due to the removal of greenbelt land.

The Inspector’s recommendation was completely misunderstood by the Council’s Officers as she only objected to the greenbelt land being used for a ‘salt store,’ which formed part of the council depot and car park proposals at that time. She specifically wrote in her report that just because the Council said “It would be convenient to have a salt store in that position, is no reason for greenbelt land to be used for that purpose.”

She had no objection to the car park in that position, her objection was for the ‘salt store’ alone.

This misunderstanding of the Inspector’s report was pointed out to council officers on many occasions to no avail, as a result of which the car park was moved to a site north of the river. The proposed site north of the river carries numerous protections such as Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, SNCI as well as the greenbelt category; in addition it was used for landfill in 1968 and no contamination surveys have been carried out.
10. Omission
The Case Officer reported on page 56, paragraph 6, entitled ‘Flooding’, in connection with the car park that, 
“The Environment Agency considers that a satisfactory means of draining the site can be developed, to ensure that no on or off site flooding occurs.”

This statement has been made regardless of statements made by the Applicant, whose consultants have been in contact and sought advice from the Environment Agency, stating that the site will flood with water flowing over the existing park and ride site and onto Newbridge Road.
11. Omission
The Case Officer reported on page 57, paragraph 2, entitled ‘Highway Safety’,

“There is however nothing to suggest that these effects will cause unacceptable congestion or adversely impact on highway safety.”

No mention was made by the Case Officer of the reduction in width of the highway footpath at the junction of Brassmill Lane with Newbridge Road to 1.2 metres in order to provide a greater area of highway for the park and ride buses to negotiate the very tight turn into Brassmill Lane, nor the fact that at this junction there are two elderly person’s estates, Selbourne Close at this junction and Meadow Court nearby, housing approximately 80 residents close by in Brassmill Lane.    
 Also no mention was made of the present use of the narrow Brassmill Lane by private residents, heavy goods vehicles from the industrial estate and caravans using the adjoining Caravan Park, posing extreme difficulty for two large vehicles to pass each other.
This would appear to be a case of information concerning the present use of Brassmill Lane and its limitations not being passed on to the DCC before a decision was made on the application.

12. Inappropriate and irrelevant
While this planning application has been presented to the DCC three times, the Case Officer has emphasised that any decision must be made purely on planning grounds and that the question of funding by the DfT should not influence any decision.

He has however drawn attention, in the first four paragraphs of his report, to the fact that unless a decision to approve the application is made without delay, the offer of funding may well be withdrawn.

This would appear to be a case of supplying inappropriate information to the DCC, influencing them to approve the application and ensuring a decision was reached for reasons other than planning grounds.          
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