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	1
	Why was the original site for an expanded Newbridge park and ride south of the river scrapped and moved north of the existing park and ride car park?
	As set out in Paragraph 7.4 of the Planning Statement an alterative site was considered to the south of Newbridge Road but the Inspector rejected this allocation due to exceptional circumstances not being demonstrated for the removal of the land from the Green Belt. In doing so the Inspector encouraged the Council to investigate further, the expansion of the existing Park and Ride facility and this consequently, now forms the basis of the MSBC and the submitted planning application. 
	The ‘exceptional circumstances’ referred to in the response was that in the original proposal for the site of the P&R south of the river, the Council included a Depot and a Salt Store. In their written statement supporting their application, the Council stated that ‘it would be convenient to have a Salt Store in that location’. The view taken by the Inspector at the time was that it was not appropriate to take green belt land for a Salt Store to suit the ‘convenience’ of the Council, but, she had no objection to a P&R in that position.    
We enquired as to whether we could examine the notes and notebooks upon which the Inspector had based her report, and, were advised that they had been destroyed shortly after the Public Inquiry, this will no doubt be of interest to the Local Government Ombudsman when the Council’s decision is referred to him. 

The Inspector stated that there is no need to remove P& R from green belt. The response from B&NES to this point is alarming. Does B&NES propose to remove the P&R extension from green belt?

Whilst the Inspector recommended B&NES do a feasibility study of the site adjacent to the existing P&R, she did not exclude development of the site presented in the WSP report.

Furthermore that site does not present the same toxic waste, flooding, biodiversity, World Heritage status and AONB issues. The proposed site is ill-judged.



	2
	Why does the documentation submitted to the Department for Transport (DfT) show the site for the extension in a different place to that shown in the planning application? In addition, why does this documentation show 12 alternative sites for this extension yet none of them are the actual site now proposed?
	The planning application follows an environmental led selection of final positioning as detailed in the Environmental Impact Assessment.

Due to the location of the proposed development within the Green Belt, ‘Planning Policy Guidance Note 2: Green Belts’ requires that an assessment of alternative sites should be carried out to ensure there are no suitable brownfield sites for the P&R facility.  The expansion of P&R facilities was also seen as part of a wider development framework for the Newbridge area with the possibility of a transport interchange with heavy rail services, a new sports stadium, household waste facility and leisure park.

As part of the 2003 study a total of 12 sites were considered for the P&R development area to serve the A4 western corridor.  Assessment criteria were developed for site selection and are detailed in Section 4 of the Environmental Statement.  This proposal was promoted through the Local Plan process but was rejected by the Planning Inspector who concluded that expansion of the existing P&R facility would be more acceptable in terms of impacts on the Green Belt and other environmental factors.  As a result of this, the Council investigated opportunities for expansion of the existing P&R facility at Newbridge and this now forms the basis of the Planning Application.


	This response in no way answers the question of why the site of the proposed extension to the P&R is not the site shown on the plan submitted to the DfT.
Why was a subsequent plan showing the present proposed site not sent to the DfT as an amendment to the original plan that was submitted for Grant Entry Approval?

The change of location from south to north of the river was brought about purely by the misinterpretation of the Inspector’s comments in her report, as detailed above and, the subsequent legislation that was invoked by the Council as a result of this misinterpretation.

Please refer to the original question as none of the 12 sites referred to as alternatives are the actual site now proposed.

Furthermore the Public Inquiry Inspector’s recommendation to do a feasibility study of the Site North of the existing P&R has never, as far as we know, been subjected to Public Scrutiny. This is not acceptable. She goes on to say that if it is not feasible then go back to a site North of the A36. Also that there was no planning reason to deny a 900 space car park which remains in green belt in the Duchy field to the South of the Newbridge Marina. 

It is not just green belt sites that have to look at alternatives. Do not also proposed developments on SNCI also have to consider alternative sites?
Green belt is not the only policy affecting this proposal.


	3
	In the grant application to the DfT there is no budget itemised for the extension to the Newbridge park and ride, why is this?
	Budget provision has been made in the MSBC for the Newbridge Park and Ride expansion. 
	If budget provision has been made in the MSBC, we require to be advised of the estimated costs of providing and maintaining this P&R which will undoubtedly be very large, due to the many conditions that will apply if planning consent is eventually given.


	4
	Why has the very real possibility of flooding on the proposed site not been taken seriously, despite advice and calculations to support this prospect from various statutory bodies and B&NES’ own consultants on this matter?
	The submitted planning application included a very full Flood Risk assessment, which concluded that the extension of the Newbridge Park and Ride site is unlikely to flood.  The Environment Agency were consulted as part of the planning application process and after careful consideration raised no objections on flooding grounds to the extension to the Newbridge site.  

The Environment Agency was initially concerned about the possibility of increase in flood risk where the BRT route crosses the River Avon.  After further information was submitted, the Environment Agency confirmed that they raised no objections to the development, subject to conditions included as part of the recommendation.
	The Council appear to have discounted completely the advice contained in the Applicant’s planning application, which they obtained from their consultants and clearly states that the site will flood and the flood water will pass over the existing P&R and onto Newbridge Road.

Regardless of the views of the Environment Agency, the Council has chosen to ignore their consultants’ advice which was given after extensive investigations of the site. This action would seem to be at least foolish and in the extreme possibly leading to criminal proceedings should injury or death occur as a result of flood water causing an accident on Newbridge Road.

	5
	Why is B&NES Council ignoring all the wildlife and ecological protections put in place to protect Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty, Nature Reserves etc.?
	The designations referred to have not been ignored, but fully considered.  The submitted documents were referred to Natural England and the applicants have worked with them to put forward a package of mitigation and compensation that Natural England considered acceptable.  Conditions are proposed in the recommendation dealing with these issues.
	The submitted documents are inaccurate and incomplete. There is no Fungal survey, no Newt survey, no night time insect survey, the botanical survey is a Phase 1 survey and the drawing presenting the findings is drawn to get the planning application approved rather than to show the truth. We would be delighted to demonstrate this to anyone. Of course any consultee making a desk based assessment would be misled. Moreover any consultee presented with the application assumes it is the best compromise in terms of least damage to the environment. How wrong they would be!
The group that designates AONB is appalled by this scheme and its views are rejected out of hand. This Council we are told has three stars out of a possible 4. We are also told by the leader of the Council in steely tones that the Planning Department is very much fit for Purpose. We beg to differ.
The drawing purporting to show the plant biodiversity of the Newbridge site is horribly inaccurate creating the impression of a large area of mitigation, a small area of CPO and a worthless piece of grassland for the car park. Why would any statutory consultee object with this sort of document?



	6
	Why have B&NES neglected to protect and maintain the site over the last few years, thus flouting the law? A current example, allowing a group of people and heavy vehicles to live on the site, thus destroying important flora and unsettling local wildlife.
	The site has not been neglected.  The current management approach by the Green Spaces Team & Property Services has been of minimal intervention, with one or two grass cuts per year and tree management as required.  

The occupation of the site in recent months by a group of gypsies/travellers is unconnected with this.  The Council does not have any authorised gypsy sites and is as a result in a very weak position when seeking to move gypsies or travellers on.  As a result they are often tolerated on a site for a period, as has happened on this occasion.  
	The response we received to an official complaint in relation to this point is quite different:
“Grass cutting was stopped by Bath & North East Somerset Council’s Green Spaces team as it was hoped to let the land out as a pony paddock and therefore natural grazing would occur to keep the grass levels low.”
Unsurprisingly nobody would be stupid enough to graze ponies there without stock fencing to keep terriers out. Who would make that investment in a site due for demolition? So, B&NES’ response is only partly true since we would acknowledge that some tree trimming occurs. Whether or not it is the Council doing it we couldn’t say. Maybe it is just a resident clearing the footpaths?
We note that responsibility for care of this SNCI has recently passed into the hands of B&NES Transportation Department. Why is this?

	7
	On the matter of public consultation regarding this proposal, this has been minimal and even when invited to ‘engage’ and ‘consult’ with directly affected residents this has been declined/ignored. How can this be considered acceptable?
	In line with the Council’s Statement of Community Involvement (SCI), the BTP (including the proposed development for this application) has been subject to extensive pre-application discussions with the Bath and North East Somerset Council Officers, Parish Councils, Ward Councillors, Residents Groups and Statutory Consultees. In addition, local residents and businesses, as well as other key stakeholders, have also been given the opportunity to comment on the proposed development and the BTP as a whole.

The MSBC and the Application has been the subject of public consultation since July 2006 to November 2008. The Newbridge Park and Ride Site has also been subject to consultation under the Local Plan process. 

Full details of the consultation undertaken are contained within the submitted Consultation Statement. 

There has also been very substantial public consultation in respect of the planning application.  The responses received as a 

result are summarised in the report to Committee.  
	The public exhibition held in the Guildhall on

6th, 7th and 8th November 2008 was attended by many citizens of Bath and surrounding areas but, the general impression given to them by the exhibition was one of dismay at the presentation and lack of detail available.
As an example, the drawings showing the layout of the proposed P&R extension at Newbridge were mounted on boards at floor level, requiring one to kneel on the floor in order to view them, an action that was unable to be carried out by many elderly and infirm people, and even this action was prevented by people standing close to other drawings mounted above. When questions were asked of Council representatives, in most cases answers were not available or contradictory and people resorted to looking at documents prepared by a resident of Newbridge who had endeavoured to interpret the Council’s intentions. A further example of lack of information, plans had been made available for viewing on tables but there was no key on those plans to enable one to interpret them. 
It was not made clear in 2006 that the site to be used for the Newbridge Park and Ride extension was on the site to the North. Neither when challenged did the Officer present make this clear.
Street representative meetings were held but instead of ‘consultation’ taking place it was a case of ‘this is what is happening’, without any due consideration being given to suggestions made by those attending. Promises were made to take into account items raised but they were not fulfilled, for example a request to securely lock the existing P&R and the proposed extension during the hours of non official use, in order to prevent ‘boy racers’ and other unauthorised use and improve ‘security’ for adjoining residents. There are no such proposals contained within the planning application.
How many objections have been adequately summarised by the case officer let alone read by the official consultees before they made their responses?


	8
	What happened to the 1200+ completed feedback questionnaires submitted after the public exhibition in The Guildhall in November 2008? When asked B&NES’ officials are unable to answer.
	Appendix M of the submitted Consultation Statement contains the Feedback Overview and Database which outlines the responses and comments received during the November 2008 exhibition. 
	We request that the actual completed feedback questionnaires be made available so that we may see that the content of same has in fact been taken into account.

	9
	From a security angle, why do B&NES not share affected residents and the Police’s concerns, yet state CCTV will be installed as a measure against an expected increase in crime in the Newbridge locality?


	The Police Crime Prevention Officer was consulted as part of the application process and confirmed that he had no objections to the scheme.  The Council does not consider that the proposals will lead to an increase in crime.  However, that is not inconsistent with the installation of CCTV to further discourage crime or anti-social behaviour in specific locations. 


	If the existing and proposed sites for the P&R were to be made secure as referred to above, there would be little need for CCTV cameras on the sites. The omission of these cameras would then satisfy adjoining residents concerned about the intrusion of their privacy and save a considerable expense.

	10
	Why have B&NES not carried out a proper survey of current Newbridge park and ride users? If they had done so they would have found approximately 50 per cent to be commuters who live in Twerton. By doing nothing to improve Twerton residents’ public transport B&NES is contradicting its own policy to reduce traffic in Bath as these commuters have to drive to the Newbridge park and ride to get the bus into the City centre.
	The Council undertook a survey of P&R users in 2003. The results indicate that 0.5% of users (4 of 821 people interviewed) began their journey from the Twerton/ Southdown area.  

A July 2009 survey has recently been conducted and the results indicate that approximately 5% of users come from areas of Timsbury, Farmborugh, Corston, Twerton, Marksbury, Newton St. Low, Peasedown, Staunton Prior and Camerton. 


	It would seem that to consider surveys of P&R users as long ago as 2003 would not be material in the preparation of documents supporting the planning application.

We note that the July 2009 survey indicated that 5% of users came from the various areas indicated in your response but, no details are given of the other 95% of users of the car park.

Our own investigations have shown that use of the P&R is made by those wishing to fish in the adjacent river, a leisure activity that is enjoyed by a considerable number of people but no such use is indicated in the response. In addition, currently approximately 50% of P&R users travel from Twerton to commute into the centre. A comment left on the Newbridge Matters! blog indicates that a large number of users work at the hospital and lack of parking provision there means they take advantage of free parking in Newbridge and walk to work.


	11
	What is B&NES’ opinion on the inevitable increase in traffic congestion in the Newbridge area that will occur, if the proposed traffic lights are installed to prioritise buses entering and exiting the park and ride and crossing Newbridge Road, alongside an additional 500 cars travelling to the locality?
	As set out in Paragraph 10.2 of the Transport Assessment, the Newbridge Junction in the Do Something scenario for the period of 2021, outlines that the junction will operate in capacity.  Further details are contained within the submitted Transport Assessment. 
	Local residents’ observations of the Newbridge Road/Old Newbridge Hill/Kelston Road and Newbridge Hill areas of Newbridge show these areas are already ‘operating at capacity’ at peak times.

How then will the situation be in 2021 if the predicted traffic growth increases as suggested by the report to the Council by the Case Officer?



	12
	Why is Bath Council ignoring directives from Westminster and considering the use of bendy buses from the Newbridge park and ride to Bathampton?
	There is no directive from Government which discourages use of articulated or ‘bendy’ buses. 

All vehicles used on the proposed BRT route in Bath will meet the necessary construction and use requirements.  Bendy buses have been used in Bath for a number of years and this has not led to an increased number of recorded accidents associated with the use of these vehicles.
	The ‘directives’ refer to the lowering of pollution. As illustrated below, bendy buses are frequently the cause of congestion, and therefore pollution, in Bath.

If ‘bendy’ buses are to be used on the BRT route they will undoubtedly cause traffic congestion as they will not travel on a ‘dedicated’ route. Part of the route will use the existing Newbridge Road and although ‘bus lanes’ are proposed on that section the buses will need to cross this road to gain access to Brassmill Lane, another heavily used and narrow road.

For the time being in any case the BRT route will terminate at Windsor Bridge Road where the buses will then have to travel on existing heavily trafficked roads, the BRT route being far from a ‘dedicated’ one.

There have been many occasions when University bendy buses have been involved in accidents within the city, examples being on The Parade and on the Lower Bristol Road in the vicinity of Brougham Hayes, due to their inability to negotiate the various road junctions.


	13
	Why when Bath has been highlighted as having a shortage of green spaces per capita is B&NES proposing to build on four acres of land used by numerous residents and visitors?
	The Council's Green Space Strategy identified that Bath has 3.15ha of accessible green space per 1000 residents which is above the District average of 2.56ha.   Draft standards have been set for three categories of green space:  formal spaces; natural spaces; and allotments.   Bath exceeds the standard set for formal provision and meets the standard for natural provision.  In terms of allotment provision, Bath has greater provision than most other parts of the District, but falls below the draft standard.  


	Although the response indicates that the Council is following its Green Space Strategy as far as areas of Green Space per numbers of persons, there is nevertheless a need to consider where the various ‘Green Spaces’ are located.

Newbridge is densely populated with a number of schools in the area and very little in the way of nature observation and recreation areas.
To construct a car park on one of the most valuable recreational sites in the area is tantamount to vandalism.

	14
	Why are there so many errors in the planning application documentation and why did it take a request under the FOI Act to provide nearly 30 missing pages from the WSP Report?
	We are unaware that there are errors in the planning application documentation and would require clarification in order to respond to this issue. 

With reference to the WSP Report, a full version of the Report was made available on 17 April 2009.
	There are many illustrations itemised in the objections letter on the B&NES planning website.
The full version of the WSP report was only made available after a FOI request - two and a half months after the planning application had been lodged. The missing pages did contain the maps of the site previously studied and shows clearly that the Public Inquiry Inspector would have had no detailed knowledge of the site proposed in this application. Her recommendation to do a feasibility study on this site therefore requires public scrutiny and this B&NES is resolutely opposed to. Here is the response to the official complaint on the subject:
“The local planning inspectors report did not form a part of the application and is not material to the application. The public inquiry into the Local Plan was held in 2005, but the report was not issued until 2006. The Bath and North East Somerset Local Plan was adopted by the Council in October 2007 and in determining planning applications the Council, as Local Planning Authority, shall have regard to the provisions of this plan, so far as material to the application, and to any other material considerations.”  However, for your information, the Inspector's report into the Local Plan is still available to view online, (click here), and has been since its publication.
It is patently untrue to say that the Government Office SW Public Inquiry Inspector’s report is not relevant to this application, since B&NES’ argument that the proposed site at Newbridge is the right one on exceptional grounds is built upon her findings. The report shows a number of arguments in this planning proposal offered as reasons to develop this site are a deliberate fabrication and imply that this site has been chosen as the best of 12. This ignores the fact that there were no planning reasons to avoid putting 900 cars South of the Marina and this actual site is not one of the 12 alternatives (see point 2 above). To our knowledge B&NES has never exposed the Public Inquiry Inspector’s report and recommendations to public scrutiny. 
The name Newbridge, it seems, can mean anywhere between Mr Gill’s Newsagent on Newbridge Road and the Globe Pub. The Local Plan designation of a P&R at Newbridge is not sufficiently detailed for the public to have understood that it meant North of the existing P&R. 
Since B&NES has not listed the Public Inquiry Inspector’s findings as a supporting document and have misquoted it we feel the Council has not been fair or just. This appears to be part of the same attempt to mislead. Since the Consultees have not had the opportunity to see the Public Inquiry report either and did not see the full WSP report with the other 12 sites clearly shown they were not able to make a reasonable assessment of whether an exceptional situation existed to develop the existing P&R car park in the location now proposed. Thus they may have made a desk based response to what B&NES wanted them to see.


	15
	It is the Council's stated aim to reduce traffic congestion in the City centre, why then has it agreed to a large car park within the new Southgate development?
	The new Southgate car park will provide 876 parking spaces (revised from 860). This replaces the 650 space Ham Gardens car park, the 60 space Dorchester St car park and 130 spaces at Bath Spa Station that will be removed.  The net increase in spaces will therefore be 36. Given that Southgate will provide 37,000 square metres of retail floorspace (an increase of 20,000 square metres) the increase in car parking provision is considered to be minimal.
	Replacing car parking spaces that have been removed from the city centre due to redevelopment with further spaces within that development, is not acting in accordance with central and local Government’s commitment to a zero carbon economy.
A golden opportunity to comply with these requirements has been lost by approving a planning application for the redevelopment of Southgate which includes parking for 876 cars.

By approving such a proposal the Council are not following their own policy of keeping cars out of the city and by allowing parking in Southgate will only increase congestion and air pollution.


	16
	Why has B&NES ignored reports of wax cap mushrooms in the Newbridge Nature Reserve?
	Waxcap (fungi) were identified by the owners in the privately owned garden (to the west of the car park extension). They identified these types of fungi growing within their garden and to the west towards the rowing club. Waxcap fungi are generally associated with unimproved grassland.

Two species of waxcap fungi are on the UK Priority Species list but as yet they have not been included within a biodiversity action plan. 

The exact species of waxcap present within the private garden has not been confirmed and the distribution of the species seems to be to the west of the site rather than to the east where the car park is located. 

No fungal species was identified or noted in the botanical surveys undertaken for the scheme.

The land at Newbridge is classified as non-statutory designated site (SNCI) and not a local nature reserve. 


	In his response to a question on our Blog Newbridge Matters! About why wax cap mushrooms have not been protected B&NES officers uses the chance finding of wax cap mushrooms on private land and council land not under threat to the west to argue that this proves the bit they hope to use is devoid of these mushrooms and in any case they don’t know the species. 
This demonstrates perfectly B&NES attitude to biodiversity that you couldn’t make it up. We have found what may be the nesting area of Blue Carpenter bees at Newbridge in the area under threat. We will be sending this evidence to BRERC. We don’t know if it is the nesting area, but someone should check, and that someone is B&NES. This is a B&NES Biodiversity Action Plan species.
If the land is not a Nature Reserve why does the application say it is?
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	How does B&NES hope to fulfil its obligations towards protected invertebrates when it plans to chop down most of their habitat, the Poplar trees?
	This is an extract from the Invertebrate report.

If the main hedgerow between the existing car park and the proposed extension remains substantially intact, most of the poplar trees remain and measures are taken to ensure the marshy area is not affected by drainage or runoff, then mitigation is not required. There is a suggestion that (the landowner’s) field might be retained and the eastern field developed instead. The results of this survey show that this is not the best course of action, the eastern field is of more interest than (the landowner’s) field. Any loss of trees or hedgerows can be replaced by plantings along the east and western ends of the new car park. Any such planting should favour sallow, poplar, hazel, blackthorn and field maple from local sources.

This indicates that mitigation would not be necessary if the main hedgerow between the existing and proposed was substantially retained intact, and if the marshy area was not affected by run off and the poplars were to be retained.

However, the poplars are to be removed. Sufficient mitigation measures to compensate for the removal of the poplars has been proposed in the form of provision of dead wood piles which are of importance for invertebrates. Also, within the Environmental Management Plan (EMP) a planting scheme will be designed to provide food and habitat for invertebrates.  The EMP will also promote grassland retention to the north and the creation of the bund to the east will provide further habitat for invertebrates.


	B&NES has no intention of keeping the boggy bit.
How can saplings possibly mitigate for mature trees as insect habitats? It takes decades to develop rough bark in which insects can hide.
The B&NES Entomologist does not have a detailed grasp of the breeding requirements of these rare insects and even, we would suggest, how secure is their genetic pool locally.

This is why they are on the UK red list. To protect them from people with grand schemes.
Any planting of trees like those recommended to the West will shade the private Orchard and kill its trees and hedges. Any planting of tall trees to the North will shade and kill the regionally important Calcareous grassland. We support the idea that the Landowner’s field to the east be kept undeveloped. A great deal of insect and spider diversity has been found in this field
If the marshy area is important then why is it going to have cars parked on it? We can’t see where it is shown to be retained? We think it is going to be replaced by a bund. Most of the poplar trees do not remain if you take out the ones along Newbridge Road too. 

	18
	Why does B&NES plan to wipe out the Blue Carpenter bee locally with the BTP scheme when there are only 20 recorded sites in the UK?
	The blue carpenter bee is found on lowland calcareous grassland, however they require scrub edge habitat as they nest in the cut ends of bramble stems. 

The invertebrate survey that was undertaken identified the Blue Carpenter Bee on the Bath Western River Side site. This area is not within this planning application and will not be impacted by these works.

This bee is a Local Priority Species but as yet doesn’t have a biodiversity action plan.


	If there are only 20 known sites for this valuable pollinator in the UK and it still doesn’t have a management plan in B&NES; the need to put more people into B&NES Ecology team is obvious?


	19
	Why did the local Spatial Plan pay no attention to the suburbs of Bath?
	Presumably this question refers to the Council’s adopted Local Plan.  This deals with the whole of the Council’s area and includes a Proposals map that includes the whole area.  The suburbs of Bath are therefore dealt with in this document in the same way as any other part of the Council area.
	From information received from several sources it would seem that the Council has not consulted with adjoining local authorities as to how the BTP proposals would impact upon them.

If they have been approached, how for instance did the Bristol authority react to the proposals bearing in mind that initially a partnership was to have been formed with regard to the overall traffic management of the area? 


	20
	Why is B&NES ignoring its own planning obligations supplementary planning document in proposing this park and ride plan, in contravention of the following SEA SA objective numbers: 

· 6. fear of crime 

· 12. …promoting cycling…. 

· 14. protect and enhance local distinctiveness 

· 16. protect and enhance biodiversity 

· 19. encourage sustainable construction 

· 21. reduce vulnerability to and manage flood risk? 
	There is nothing in the Planning Obligations SPD that is being contravened – it is not at all clear what is being referred to in this case.  

All of the objectives mentioned have been taken into account in submitting and dealing with the planning application and in coming to a recommendation to Committee.  It is not considered that the proposals contravene any of these.  
	To find clarity please read the numerous objections on the B&NES planning website and do not rely on one line summaries from the Case Officer.
It seems that B&NES considers any biodiversity in its way can be moved or trampled without damaging the habitat. International agreements on biodiversity conservation are nice to have and not a key driver. Come on Bath take a lead! Act responsibly.
Stop planning after the event and trying to make the facts fit. 
Please also note that UNESCO is insisting B&NES do something positive about preserving the outskirts of the city. We agree. Make this area one of your Nature reserves as listed in the Planning application




