REPORT ON B&NES BTP – NEWBRIDGE PARK AND RIDE CPO DOCUMENT RECEIVED 24.9.09

Why is no copy of the map attached to the documentation to identify exact location of CPOs, to aid affected residents?    

p. 4, 1.8: Information has recently been received indicating that the Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS) may well not proceed in its present form, even though it was debated and supported by B&NES Council at a special meeting on Thursday 1st October 2009.

p. 5, 1.11: Voicebox surveys and postal questionnaires did not reach the majority of citizens so the percentages quoted do not represent the views of the public.

p. 5, 1.12: Park and Ride car parks encourage the use of cars so how can this strategy improve air quality, safety, quality of life and secure environmental improvements?

p. 6, 1.15: The figures stated of reduction of cars entering the city by more than 1.5 million per year and the saving of 1500 tonnes of CO2 is purely theoretical. The use of the car may well change dramatically due to financial considerations and working from home.

p. 7, 1.19: Why is land already in the Council’s ownership included in the CPO?

p.7, 1.20: Evidence required of car park being filled 162 times as stated, as photographic evidence printed in The Chronicle shows the ‘full’ sign in place but empty spaces can clearly be seen.

p. 8, 1.24: A compelling case has not been made.

p. 12, 4.5: See previous comment for p.7, 1.20.

p.13, 4.9: Evidence required to substantiate daily road based travel will increase as stated.

p. 14, 4.12: AQMA does not cover the Newbridge park and ride. The nearest air monitoring site is located close to The Weston public house. No present readings or future estimates have been provided of particulates. The site of the Newbridge car park is also in a valley with steep hills to the north. With regard to nitrogen dioxide, what about the western end of Newbridge Road?

p. 14, 4.14: The Newbridge park and ride is detrimental to the air quality of life of local residents.

p. 14, 4.15: The plans to expand the Newbridge park and ride will reduce the number of public spaces that people currently enjoy.

p. 15, 4.17: The BWR development is on hold indefinitely therefore this point is irrelevant.

p. 17, 4.23: Calculations required.

p. 17, 4.24: Calculations required.

p. 18, 4.25: If bus priority measures can be implemented going east from the junction with the Windsor Bridge Road, then why can this not be extended to the rest of the Lower Bristol Road travelling west as this part of the road is wider?  This would add further support to the argument that the Newbridge park and ride should be situated south of the river.

p. 18, 4.28: No provision of compensation funds appears to have been allocated for affected householders in the locality who are not subject to CPOs. In addition, other public utilities, e.g. Wessex Water, have not been able to submit detailed quotes. These two examples alone indicate the budget will be exceeded, where will the additional monies come from?

p. 18, 4.29: This is inaccurate. Land acquisition could easily be reduced by using land already in the Council’s ownership for the Newbridge park and ride.

p. 20, 5.2: See comment for point on p.7, 1.20 and as the BWR is on indefinite hold so there is no need to expand the Newbridge park and ride to accommodate the development. This is disingenuous as why would anyone living in the BWR, assuming it goes ahead in the future, want to drive to the Newbridge park and ride to catch a bus into the City centre?

p. 20, 5.3: See previous comment for p.7, 1.20.

p. 20, 5.4: Evidence required of calculations used to come to this conclusion.

p. 20, 5.5: Evidence of reduction claims required – FOI request outstanding. No account appears to have been taken of the substantial amount of through traffic using the roads at rush hour times, these drivers will never use the park and ride as they are dropping children at school, travelling through the City centre etc.

p. 21, 5.8: No guarantee that the BWR will be built therefore not relevant.

p. 21, 5.9: Evidence required to substantiate 2021 predicated journey times – car usage may well have reduced by then. Currently the journey from the Newbridge park and ride to the Windsor Bridge only takes in region of three minutes. It would appear the new scheme will double the journey time. So, the traffic could increase quite substantially along the Newbridge Road and still the journey time would be shorter.

p. 22, 5.10: Security will not be improved by expanding the Newbridge park and ride as it will become a public area close to numerous private dwellings thus providing easy access for any would be miscreants; as witnessed by the recent arrival of a number of travellers and their vehicles. Assurances regarding site security were extended to residents in 2008, however, these have not materialised in any of the plans.

p. 22, 5.13: Local Plan Policy T22 – the present site is not included in the MSBC. The present site still includes SNCI land.

p. 22, 5.14, p. 23, 5.15 and 5.16: The noise generation for both options is the same. However, as Option 1 sites the park and ride extension closer to residential properties the noise levels would have a far greater impact. This coupled with the higher scores on landscape impacts, biodiversity, security and general policy issues makes the decision to go with Option 1 incomprehensible.

p. 23, 5.19: It is well known that badgers are creatures of habit and like to stick with their set paths for foraging and latrine purposes. Mitigation will not be possible as the badgers will still travel throughout the locality entering nearby residents’ gardens. The car park extension will cause considerable danger to these protected animals. 

p. 23, 5.20: The lighting measures take no account of the reflected light from the cars using the car park or the reflected light from the car park surface.

p. 24, 5.21: This is inaccurate as the noise from a car park is obviously going to be greater than that from an empty field. In addition, no account of the noise impact on Kelston Road residents has been mentioned.

p. 24, 5.22: See comments above for p. 22, 5.10.

p. 24, 5.23:
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The picture shows footpath BC15/2, guidelines state that any changes to public footpaths should not be any less commodious than the original. By relocating this footpath in line with the proposals this will not be the case as it will run adjacent to parking spaces and noxious fumes from cars using them.

p. 24, 5.24: The design of the expansion scheme does not deliver the least detrimental impact to the surroundings, locating the site south of the river would be infinitely preferable.

p. 25, 6.3: Park and ride schemes have been proven to increase reliance on private car use as users have to drive to the sites. To fulfil the objective of reducing private car reliance increases, rather than cuts, XX public transport links in outlying areas should be implemented.

p. 25, 6.5: How can a 1000 space car park on the western side of the City, that lies within the World Heritage boundary, be seen as being in compliance with the Government guidelines?

p. 27, 6.7: Recent successful legal challenges to the validity of Regional Strategy Spatial options negate this point.

p. 27, 6.8: Refer to comment on p. 25, 6.3.

p. 28, 6.14: Refer to comment on p. 25, 6.3.

p. 29, 6.20: The proposed expansion of the Newbridge park and ride will be located on ANOB, green belt, open countryside and a world heritage site, by carrying out this scheme there will be unacceptable impacts on all the listed factors.

p. 31, 6.27: The legality of the DCC decision on 5 August 2009 has been challenged in light of the previous decision on 8 July 2009, this issue has not been resolved.

p. 31, 6.30: Refer to comment on p. 25, 6.3.

p. 32, 7.1: The BTP is said to be promoted under the Joint Local Transport Plan in association with three other authorities. However, no observations from the other authorities have been made available, what are their views?

p. 32, 7.2: It is stated that Bath suffers from traffic congestion, Newbridge is part of Bath and is gridlocked during rush hour periods. These proposals will only exacerbate this situation.

p. 33, 7.7: The value of the benefits was based on the complete plan, which promoted an east west link. This route has seriously been curtailed by the postponement of the Western Riverside Development. Therefore, the calculation cannot stand. In addition, we understand the costs have risen considerably with the total for the proposed scheme now coming in at approximately £60m. There cannot be an accurate costing process as services, such as Wessex Water, have yet to carry out necessary surveys in order to quote for their alterations.

p. 33, 7.11: This is inaccurate as land owners under CPO negotiations are stalling the process.

p. 37, 9.4: How can the Council’s proposals be said to be following the restraints on development of such designated land.

p. 38, 9.5: No account has been taken that the proposed extension to the Newbridge park and ride will be visible from long distance views, including properties on higher ground, Newton St. Loe and Corston. In addition, this will be clearly seen by those travelling into Bath by road or train.

p. 38, 9.6: Refer to comment on p. 23, 5.20.

p. 38, 9.9: It is stated that Wessex Water Authority will undertake works affecting their apparatus, but no mention is made of the fact that this work, which is as yet unspecified, will have to be paid for by B&NES and is already estimated to cost in excess of £1m. In addition, until formal agreement on costs is reached after further details have been submitted by B&NES, Wessex Water Authority object to present proposals.

p. 39, 9.13: No test results have been produced, although previously requested, of the effectiveness of the proposed acoustic fencing and bunds. It is stated car parks and ecological assets will be managed but full details are still awaited of the badgers foraging area in Newbridge, which from local observations, includes the whole of the area on which it is proposed to expand the car park together with domestic garden areas in Newbridge.

p. 39, 9.15: The existence or otherwise of the greater crested newt (protected species) on the site of the proposed car park and nearby gardens has yet to be established by the Council. If found its foraging area far exceeds the area at present being considered for development.

p. 39, 9.16: Although it is proposed to relocate an existing badger sett, from experience already gained the badgers (protected species) will endeavour to continue to forage within their present area. With a 1000 space car park adjoining their present sett site great disturbance and disruption will be caused to them affecting breeding and their ability to sustain members of their sett. Refer to comment on p.23, 5.19.

p. 40, 9.17: Refer to comment on p. 24, 5.23.

p. 43, 11.2: It would seem pointless and a waste of public money to pursue traffic regulation orders (TROs) before planning consent is received for the BTP.

p. 43, 11.3: Refer to comment on p. 24, 5.23.

p. 45, 12.2: If the Council decide to add or amend the list of documents used in the event of a Public Inquiry, appropriate notice and publication of same must be given.

p. 46, 12.7: Why did the Council not include copies of the maps showing the CPOs’ location as those without computers will have to travel to view them?

p. 46, 12.10: This is inaccurate! Shaine Lewis refused to pass on information about the CPO process other than a stock one sentence reply. For instance, he told callers he would not divulge details of CPO objection guidelines.

p. 47, 13.1: We understand that the Secretary of State’s decision on the planning applications and the the CPO submission is a separate issue. However, it would seem to be a huge waste of public funds for B&NES to print and hand deliver 1000s of pages of documentation relating to the CPO side of things before planning consent is granted. How can this be justified?

p. 48, 49 and 50: Why are these documents not available on line under the CPO link given previously in this report? Are copies of these documents available to view in person? If so where?
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