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Bath Preservation Trust
 response to Local Plan Options Consultation, November 2018
(see also our response in January 2018 to the initial Issues and Options consultation, included as Annex 1)

Our comments are set out below with direct reference to Chapters 2,3 and 4 of the consultation document.

Chapter 2

Vision and Spatial Priorities

“Heritage anchors people to their roots, builds self-esteem, and restores dignity. Identity matters to all vibrant cities and all people,” World Bank Vice President for Sustainable Development Rachel Kyte. 

We reiterate strongly our concern about the Vision stated in our previous submission (which is that it does not in any way reflect the exceptional heritage or the area and the way in which this can set an appropriate ambition for the future). We note that the JWE Spatial Strategy does recognise this special aspect of Bath and B&NES as a determinant in the wider spatial strategy, and therefore we find it mystifying that B&NES’ own vision does not make this clear.
We are pleased that the built and natural environment do feature in the spatial priorities and we would argue that the ‘protect and enhance’ spatial priority is key to achieving the third Council key priority as well as the first. As the quotation above shows, heritage is a significant way for communities to reach their potential. B&NES should embrace the use of this key asset as fulfilling its priorities explicitly for its residents and not just to be exploited for tourism. 
The implicit desire to eliminate the past rather than build on it is also indicated by the choice of illustrations on Page 9, which do not show a single historic context or listed building (other than tiny glimpses of the Newark Works, Camden Mill and Camden Malthouse, all ironically outside the Bath Conservation Area). Without some of the heritage context – preferably shown as a vibrant and ‘alive’ part of the district – the photographs could represent ‘anywhere’. The NPPF states clearly, (para 125, our bold italics) that: 

Plans [&] should, at the most appropriate level, set out a clear design vision and expectations, so that applicants have as much certainty as possible about what is likely to be acceptable.  Design policies should be developed with local communities so they reflect local aspirations, and grounded in an understanding and evaluation of each area’s defining characteristics. 
To ignore a key defining characteristic of the place is therefore not good plan making, and if this continues unamended in a final version we will strongly draw this to the attention of the Inspector at Examination.
We would suggest a very simple amendment to the Vision as follows: 

Bath and North East Somerset will be internationally renowned as a beautifully inventive, and entrepreneurial and forward looking place with a world class heritage, a strong social purpose and a spirit of wellbeing, where everyone is invited to think big – a ‘connected’ area ready to create an enduring legacy for future generations.

This has the added benefit of highlighting B&NES’ world-class present and future aspirations, which is otherwise absent as a benchmark.
Chapter 3 Spatial Strategy

We welcome the fact that both the JSP and this options paper recognise both that there is a significant housing supply being currently brought forward in Bath, and that Bath’s special environmental qualities challenge its further expansion. (see also Chapter 4). The proportion of B&NES’ homes requirement being proposed for Bath (300 of 4700,that is 6.4%) recognises this.  However, we believe there needs to be some more detailed appraisal of the strategic approach for the provision of these 300 homes. 

As we read it, the approach of SS3 leaves open the possibility (incompatible with the approach of Chapter 4) that new green belt sites around the City might again be brought forward (ostensibly to accommodate ‘non-strategic’ dwellings). The updated HELAA excludes as unsuitable all green belt sites (other than one proposed for a waste recycling centre/P&R expansion) but the absence of a SHLAA related specifically to the delivery of the extra 300 homes means that the plan currently risks opening up arguments that have previously been determined in the local plan at examination (such as the appropriate capacity of South Stoke Plateau or alternative sites at Weston or elsewhere, despite these being ruled out in the HELAA). We would therefore hope that SS3 will not apply, at least to Bath, in the final iteration of this plan. 
Chapter 4 – Bath

We welcome the strategic priorities listed in section 4.10 and our comments are set out in detail below. However we think the absence of a specific retail policy, and an approach (as set out in section 4.6) which fails to recognise how dramatically and rapidly retail is likely to change in the plan period, will lead to an declining city centre unless there is a more proactive and dynamic strategic development vision put forward for this particular sector.
Taking each of the BTH policies in turn:

BTH1 Employment

Our preference is for option 2 (retaining the flexibility of Policy B3 but with the exclusion of PBSA). Self-evidentially (given the transfer of land from industrial to PBSA that has already taken place) B&NES current policy framework is insufficiently tight in relation to PBSAs. 
We would also hope that an early decision can be made on this policy such that it acquires weight in the planning process sooner than the finalisation of this plan. Otherwise there is a risk of the bringing forward of multiple PBSAs within the artificial planning policy ‘window’ created.  

BTH2 Housing

There is a lack of clarity in this policy in relation to ‘previously discounted sites’. We note that there will be a focus on sites described as ‘suitability not proven’ but it is unclear whether these sites would add up to the 300 required.  We would also like to see the policy strengthened in relation to the Green Belt below to read ‘which might include … previously discounted sites, but not including green belt sites’.
While we accept the ‘Suitability not proven’ approach we have specific overarching comments on how to approach some of the sites detailed in the updated HELAA:

· In the case of sites within the City of Bath, especially the City Centre, (eg the Kingsmead Ward sites) there should be a clear indication that there are likely to be height restrictions on all of these sites, not merely (in Kingsmead) King21 which is the only one which mentions heights. By contrast all the sites in Twerton refer to the potential for height constraint so this should be extended to other Bath City sites.

· In the case of the Lyncombe sites, particularly LYN05, there is likely to be an impact on the landscape setting of the WHS ridge and therefore there should be an emphasis on the need for height restrictions and landscape mitigation.

· In relation to TWT01, we would welcome the planned redevelopment of the ground having a considerable provision of affordable, shared ownership, non-student housing.

· In relation to WID24 we are concerned that if identified as an important viewpoint, this should be explained further and the implications of the site for development given greater exposition.
The last paragraph of policy BTH2 refers to ‘due consideration’ to other policies and picks out employment, but there will be other elements of the strategy (such as the protection and enhancement of the historic environment) which should also be given due consideration. This should either be added, or preferably the policy could read ‘Due consideration will be given to assessing impact on all other elements of the strategy’; with the latter part of this sentence omitted.

Should there be a BTH 2A? Retail
We think it astonishing that there is not a more proactive and dynamic strategy for the retail area, given the ‘tsunami’ of change hitting retail currently. We understand that with their city centre land ownership portfolio, the Council would prefer to retain shopping rentals however this is unlikely to be sustainable during the plan period. We therefore think there needs to be a specific policy.
We would suggest something along the lines of:

While the priority is to retain a vibrant shopping presence in Bath City Centre and other secondary retail areas, it is recognised that in the plan period there is likely to be further change to these areas. With this in mind the following planning policies will apply:

· Change of use applications for current city centre retail should focus on the provision of affordable, sustainable city centre housing at first floor and above, with Article 4 directions and conditions restricting or excluding short term holiday letting;
· Where there is a declining market for retail, priority will be given to retain a mixed economy at ground floor, including retail (A1) together with A2/A3/B1/D1/D2 use classes in the case of changes of use, preferably with a mixture of daytime and twilight economy;

· Historic shopfronts play an important part in the character of the conservation area and should be retained and enhanced irrespective of usage. 

BTH3 Visitor accommodation

This policy is both negative and vague, in that it says that sites are not going to be positively identified, but it does not rule out permissions being granted for further hotel accommodation. We would prefer to see a positive and clear policy which read:

· Further applications for additional hotel accommodation will normally be refused, as recent permissions collectively exceed the growth target. Exceptions would be re-provision of existing hotels where some growth might be permitted eg redevelopment of the Hilton hotel site. This approach would be reviewed as part of the 5 year review of the Local Plan.

· Applications for the conversion or extension/change of use of Purpose Built Student Accommodation for holiday letting (in termtime) will be refused.

· New permissions for PBSAs will exclude by condition their use as holiday accommodation and preference will be given to those easily convertible to residential accommodation.

· The Council will continue seek changes to national legislation in order to bringing in restrictions similar to London for short term holiday lets and actively manage other licensing or environmental constraints on such properties (eg Fire Safety Regulations).Any changes will be brought in as soon as available and will therefore form part of Local Plan considerations.
BTH4 Student accommodation and University academic/research space
Student accommodation policy in the local plan has been dogged by a mismatch between the stated projections in the plan and the actual recruitment behaviours of the two universities. We are keen therefore that the plan should be based on a statement of common ground between the Universities and the Council about planned undergraduate and graduate recruitment, and preferably by a commitment by the universities to take responsibility for housing a fixed minimum percentage of their undergraduates and postgraduate students, so that the responsibility for housing an increasing number falls at least jointly on the city and each of the universities. 

Given this uncertainty about figures, there are some areas of significant concern:

· There are inaccuracies in the current draft eg para 4.16.12 states that ‘private bedspaces will increase from 800-950 when all permitted planning applications are implemented’. Given the Cricket Club application alone is more than 150 bedspaces, and the Pickfords site has also been approved, we believe this understates the PBSA number and therefore undermines policy;

· The most recent public draft of University of Bath masterplan (referred to in para 4.16.10) has not at last public sighting made anything like adequate provision for student accommodation on campus, nor made predictions or commitments about how its student body is to be housed in future. This should be challenged and a statement made that the masterplan is inadequate for planmaking;
· We agree with the challenge described in para 4.16.14 about having a methodology to understand whether new teaching space is simply an enhancement, or whether it is aimed at increasing student capacity. Such a methodology would be crucial to determining planning applications. We are not averse to teaching/ academic capacity within the City if it is explicitly to enhance facilities and/or to assist the better integration of the university with the City.
Our preferred option in BTH4 is Option 2 (new student accommodation to be accommodated on campuses only, but academic/research spaces can be accommodated in the city where it does not harm other objectives of the plan).

BTH5 Proposed policy approach for affordable Purpose Built Student Accommodation

We strongly support this policy approach and would ask whether there is any way that this can be implemented immediately. We would encourage the Council to work with the Universities to put pressure on PBSA providers to this effect, whether on or off campus.  
We agree that non-student use should not be permitted in existing or future PBSAs in term time and a clear rule established as to what a de minimis allowance is for these sui generis applications eg  5-10% of beds max (see Green Park House) without having to ask for change of use.

BTH6  Large-scale purpose built shared living

We support this policy as far as it goes, but by the finalisation of the Local Plan the criteria need to be established by which PBSA conversion to shared-living residential use is prioritised and preferred rather than conversion to holiday accommodation. Ideally, PBSA change to holiday let usage should not be permitted.  A ‘microflat’ unit has already has permission on the former ‘Banglo’s’ site on the Lower Bristol Road which has presumably tested the market.

BTH7 UOB Claverton Campus

As mentioned above, we would like to see a requirement for an enforceable commitment in the UoB Masterplan to house a greater than current % of the total student body. We note that the illustrative masterplan has made no commitment to consider building above the extensive air space over the current car parks, which offers significant potential for some student accommodation. 

BTH8 BSU Newton Park Campus

We believe that the two options proposed are too broad-brush, and if left in this form we would only feel able to support Option 1 releasing as the entirety of the Campus from the Green Belt would be far too risky (in relation to landscape harm in the setting of the WHS). A modified and more specific version of option 2 might remove specific parts of the campus if exceptional circumstances were shown AND mitigation of harm was undertaken.
BTH9 Park and Ride provision

There are strengths in developing Option 2 further by identifying sites, but the criteria established in the current plan also need to be retained, in particular the emphasis on need. Identified sites, especially when accompanied by the proposal of removal of land from the Green Belt, must be demonstrably future-proofed as the pattern of transport use changes. We would therefore seek to retain option 1 but with a view to early needs-based identification of particular sites.

The issue of the location of a household recycling facility is a separate issue from Park and Ride provision even if co-located, as the criteria for one will be different from the criteria for the other in determining need, exceptional circumstances and mitigation of harm. This should be dealt with solely through Policy BTH10. 
Policy BTH10 recycling

Before removing further land from the Green Belt at Odd Down, we seek reassurance that the whole of the site known as the ‘Former Fuller’s Earth Works’, identified in the JWCS for waste recycling is being adequately used and whether in fact there is capacity on that site for a household waste facility. This would negate the need to remove further land from the Green Belt.

Policy BTH11 review of existing Bath policies
We are concerned that in relation to Policy B3A there is consideration in isolation of ‘transport impacts and access for a total of 300 dwellings’. Our reason for concern is the risk that this will open up policy B3a to further renegotiation to press for a second access to the site from the East (Cross Keys) which was thoroughly examined and rejected.  We would prefer this to read: 

Proposed approach: Strengthening of the requirement for a full masterplan for the site before any other permissions are granted, which respects all the policy requirements of B3A, if necessary including further transport assessment needed in respect of transport impacts/access arrangements to deliver any dwellings beyond the current permitted allocation for phase 1.
Caroline Kay, Chief Executive  ckay@bptrust.org.uk
for Bath Preservation Trust, 1 Royal Crescent, Bath BA1 2LR
4th January 2019
Annex 1: BPT submission to issues and Options Paper dated 10 January 2018
For Bath Preservation Trust, our remit for comment on the Local Plan review is confined (given the scope of our charitable remit) to the City of Bath and the surrounding 14 parishes which constitute the ‘environs’ of Bath and contribute to the green setting of the World Heritage Site. We acknowledge that in order to meet the extension of the Plan to 2036, the bulk of the additional housing requirement for B&NES will come outside our area of interest i.e. in Bristol fringes and expansion of Keynsham. We do not intend to comment on this except insofar as these expanded housing areas affect policies within Bath such as transport and, potentially, student housing. 
Vision and Spatial Priorities
‘Bath and North East Somerset will be internationally renowned as a beautifully inventive and entrepreneurial 21st century place with a strong social purpose and a spirit of wellbeing, where everyone is invited to think big – a ‘connected’ area ready to create an extraordinary legacy for
future generations’.
As a preamble, we regret that the vision statement makes no reference to the exceptional and internationally important historic environment of the city and its hinterland.  The process by which the ‘beautifully inventive’ brand was developed recognised that we wanted Bath’s future to be as good as its past – not to eliminate that past entirely. We would therefore recommend that the vision either deletes the word ‘21st Century’ (what does that mean anyway in relation to a place other than stating the obvious) and/or adds after ‘place’ ‘with a world class heritage, strong social purpose...etc’.; and that the word ‘extraordinary’ be changed to ‘enduring’.
Most issues are covered but in the list of critical issues we would like to see more specific reference to the importance and significance of the world renowned heritage asset of Bath as being an underpinning tenet of the Vision. 

In the housing section, there is a mention of second homes but no reference to the pressures of a new tourism housing market (short term holiday lets like Airbnb etc) on housing stock and community vitality. We believe this is essential. 
It is surprising to see no mention at all of tourism. In the economic section, there should be a mention of sustaining and potentially repositioning tourism in terms of its contribution to the City’s economy, with an eye to growth of new markets (far east) and/or significant change of tourism through Brexit. Also in this section bullet point 2 should be recast to start; ‘Provision and retention of an adequate supply of employment land).
In the Environment section the second bullet should be recast to: Threats to environment from development & other pressures which engender

· need for and maintenance of additional green infrastructure

· need for and maintenance of high quality urban places” [or words to that effect]’.
In addition a bullet point is required to cover need for high quality design & craftsmanship in new development, especially within Conservation Areas and the Bath WHS.

Q.  Are the suggested spatial priorities the right ones?

Given emerging JSP recognises the environmental constraints on Bath (para 39 of emerging spatial strategy document) and explicitly states that there is no scope to further expand Bath outwards, we think that this statement should be given prominence in the Review documentation and in any restatement of the Vision and Objectives. In particular, those areas of land which were promoted in the last Core Strategy but deemed inappropriate for development for evidenced environmental reasons (e.g. Weston slopes) should be excluded from the SHLAA.

· We welcome much of the wording of spatial priority 2, and would prefer it to be listed as Spatial Priority 1 as it has a significant impact on all that follows (as mentioned above and given the second bullet point). However there is no specific mention of heritage. This should be included as separate bullet point for example; ‘sustain, conserve and enhance the district’s heritage assets with specific focus on the World Heritage Site (see Historic England Heritage Counts 2017 publication for an overview of the social, economic benefits brought by heritage).

· In 4 there should be a reference, preferably, to providing a robust SPD dealing with viability (viability appraisals, profit margins) in order for the area realistically to be able to meet the housing priorities detailed in this section. For example; ‘ensure that robust policies are in place to manage development that delivers the district’s spatial needs’.
· In 6 we welcome the repeated reference to sustainability and public transport. 
· We regret that there is no mention as a critical issue of the rapidly growing functional HMA for Bath beyond the technical HMA boundary (see Spatial Strategy section below).
In general we see a potential disconnect between the acknowledged environmental constraints placed on the city of Bath on the one hand in terms of growth, and the requirements to place homes in the outer parts of the District. Perhaps this issue should be discussed and grappled with, and the differing needs and constraints of parts of the region more clearly laid out. 
2. Spatial Strategy 

Q. Which of the three scenarios do you think best addresses the need to accommodate non-strategic growth? 

· Option 1 – continue the hierarchal growth 

· Option 2 – focussed approach

· Option 3 – dispersed approach
In principle we believe a focussed approach, working with communities to look at their own desire for sustainable growth in their communities and assisting the development of neighbourhood plans, would be preferable. 

We note that where this would require a local review of green belt boundaries, this should be made explicit.

We believe that a critical planning issue for the City of Bath is having in place a robust Building Heights SPD which in turn determines the capacity of sites.
Q. Are there any other scenarios/approaches you think should be considered for accommodating non-strategic growth in B&NES? 
There is a massive absence of cross-border thinking and collaboration in this section. Diagram 4  bafflingly fails to include the rail link to west Wiltshire which is a (fairly) reliable and frequently-serviced commuter line. West Wiltshire is an important and growing part of the Bath HMA and, unlike the Somer Valley, has existing rail infrastructure to service increased commuting. The duty to cooperate with Wiltshire should be exercised much more creatively in relation to development of small sites within existing settlements along this line. We do not believe that the separation of the technical and functional HMA is an adequate approach for planning, taking into account the dynamic nature of the growth of the West Wilts towns. ‘Closure’ of thinking at the county border also leads to poor thinking about transport infrastructure. We strongly recommend a different approach to this issue.
3. Housing needs and student accommodation 
Q. Which of the options for responding to the universities growth and demand for student accommodation should be the preferred approach? 

The Trust acknowledges that both Universities do play an important role in the economy and life of the city. We value the contribution of young people to the dynamics and demographic of the city. However, we do not believe that student numbers should be allowed to grow unchecked and without appropriate supporting infrastructure.  The vitality of the city’s communities should be maintained at a healthy balanced level and not skewed by one particular demographic group, be it students, second home owners or holiday lets. In the case of students, there should an optimum student population number that the city is able to support given its environmental constraints (expressed in a percentage of overall population) and the Universities should be discouraged from having growth (income) aspirations beyond this amount unless students are to be housed beyond the City boundary.  This optimum population number should be researched and finalised by the Council during this Local Plan review process. The Council should be more robust in its approach to managing the growth aspirations of the Universities and be very clear as to how much growth can be accommodated before development will be refused.  At the moment the emphasis appears to be that the Universities set a growth aspiration and the Council endeavours to meet them (see 6.11 – ‘1,497 bed spaces are needed to realise the Universities’ growth aspirations). While housing needs assessments are designed to determine need and then to meet that need, it has successfully been argued that environmental constraints limit the potential physical growth of the City of Bath so it is appropriate that these constraints should also apply to University expansion. 
Robust policy is needed to place pressure on the Universities to ensure that student housing development on campus is prioritised over development in the city and the Council should demand masterplans which demonstrate such development in advance of releasing any other AONB/Green Belt locations.  This includes use of car park land (airspace above existing car parks) and re-development of older blocks that are inefficient in terms of use of space and/or not fit for purpose (for example the Eastwood blocks at the University of Bath).
We endorse and underline the examination of issues relating to the affordability of PBSA accommodation and the housing mix relating to studio or cluster rooms and would welcome robust planning policy on this matter to ensure PBSA housing meets the needs of the normal student. We would encourage UoB/BSU/Council partnership working in this regard to discourage developers from building the ‘wrong kind’ of student housing. We would further encourage the Universities to take charge of providing for their students’ needs, potentially developing and managing these blocks rather than leaving it to the market. There is also an urgent need for PBSAs to be included in the calculation regarding student populations in residential areas under the article 4 direction.  At present their exclusion make a mockery of the policy.
We strongly advocate an approach that provides robust protection of employment and residential housing land over city/off-campus PBSA development. 

Our preferred Option is therefore an amalgamation of the proposed options. We do not support Option 4 regarding release of GB land unless and until other on-campus potential has been tested.  Option 3 is optimum but we recognise this is restrictive to growth and we acknowledge some University growth is necessary. 

We recommend that a very small number of PBSA sites are allocated on brownfield land (providing a specific number of bedspaces to meet need negotiated and agreed by Council not ‘set’ by the Universities), with the initial emphasis being on the universities (specifically Bath University) to provide on-campus housing prior to sites being agreed. In essence this means planning for university campus sites to be allocated and developed first and then city sites.  Unallocated sites being put forward for speculative PBSA development should be refused.  We advocate a very tightly controlled and detailed approach to PBSA site allocation, with very clear parameters as to where and how PBSA’s can be built; this should only include land that is constrained for whatever reason and is not suitable for residential development. If necessary the search for sites could extend beyond B&NES’ boundaries under the duty to cooperate, in locations where there is good transport infrastructure.
Caroline Kay – Chief Executive BPT
(ckay@bptrust.org.uk)

10/01/18
� � Bath Preservation Trust was set up in 1934 to safeguard the historic city of Bath, now the only complete city in the UK afforded World Heritage Status. The purposes of the Trust are to:


encourage and support the conservation, evolution and enhancement of Bath and its environs within a framework appropriate both to its historic setting and its sustainable future, and;


provide educational resources, including museums, which focus on the architectural and historic importance of the city.





The Trust does this by:


Campaigning and providing expert advice and opinion of planning applications, planning policy and legislation, and other matters affecting the World Heritage site and its environs;


Running museums with specific themes and collections relating to the Georgian period, its economy, its buildings, social life and personalities;


Providing educational resources, lectures, talks and events for all ages, in particular relating to the Georgian buildings in Bath; and


Having the active membership of involved and concerned subscribers. 





The Trust is a registered charity supported by over 1400 members, who share a passionate concern and interest in the city.  We receive no government funding, but are financially supported by our members, by grants and donations, and by income from our museums.





� For Bath Preservation Trust, our remit for comment on the Local Plan review is confined (given the scope of our charitable remit) to the City of Bath and the surrounding 14 parishes which constitute the ‘environs’ of Bath and contribute to the green setting of the World Heritage Site. We acknowledge that in order to meet the extension of the Plan to 2036, the bulk of the additional housing requirement for B&NES will come outside our area of interest i.e. in Bristol fringes and expansion of Keynsham. We do not intend to comment on this except insofar as these expanded housing areas affect policies within Bath such as transport and, potentially, student housing. 
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