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BATH AND NORTH EAST SOMERSET 

 

CABINET 

 

Wednesday, 14th May, 2014 
 
 

These minutes are draft until 
confirmed as a correct record at 
the next meeting. 

 

 

Present: 
Councillor Paul Crossley Leader of the Council 
Councillor David Dixon Deputy Leader and Cabinet Member for Neighbourhoods 
Councillor Tim Ball Cabinet Member for Homes and Planning 
Councillor David Bellotti Cabinet Member for Community Resources 
Councillor Katie Hall Cabinet Member for Community Integration 
Councillor Caroline Roberts Cabinet Member for Transport 
Councillor Dine Romero Cabinet Member for Early Years, Children and Youth 
Councillor Ben Stevens Cabinet Member for Sustainable Development 
  
  
  

1 

  
WELCOME AND INTRODUCTIONS 

 

The Chair was taken by Councillor Paul Crossley, Leader of the Council. 

The Chair welcomed everyone to the meeting. 

  

2 

  
EMERGENCY EVACUATION PROCEDURE 

 

The Chair drew attention to the evacuation procedure as set out in the Agenda. 

  

3 

  
APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE 

 

Apologies had been received from Councillor Simon Allen who was representing the 
Cabinet at a civic function. 

  

4 

  
DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 

 

There were none. 

  

5 

  
TO ANNOUNCE ANY URGENT BUSINESS AGREED BY THE CHAIR 

 

There was none. 

  

6 

  
QUESTIONS FROM PUBLIC AND COUNCILLORS 

 

There were 14 questions from Councillors. 

[Copies of the questions and responses, including supplementary questions and 
responses if any, have been placed on the Minute book as Appendix 1 and are 
available on the Council's website.] 
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7 

  
STATEMENTS, DEPUTATIONS OR PETITIONS FROM PUBLIC OR 

COUNCILLORS 

 

There were none. 

  

8 

  
MINUTES OF PREVIOUS CABINET MEETING 

 

On a motion from Councillor Paul Crossley, seconded by Councillor David Dixon, it 
was 

RESOLVED that the minutes of the meeting held on Wednesday 9th April 2014 be 
confirmed as a correct record and signed by the Chair. 

  

9 

  
CONSIDERATION OF SINGLE MEMBER ITEMS REQUISITIONED TO CABINET 

 

There were none. 

  

10 

  
MATTERS REFERRED BY POLICY DEVELOPMENT AND SCRUTINY BODIES 

 

There were none. 

  

11 

  
SINGLE MEMBER CABINET DECISIONS TAKEN SINCE PREVIOUS CABINET 

MEETING 

 

The Cabinet agreed to note the report. 

  

12 

  
SCHOOL TERM AND HOLIDAY DATES 2015-16 

 

Councillor Michael Evans in an ad hoc statement asked whether the Cabinet 
member had taken account of the view of the Early Years, Children and Youth PD&S 
Panel, which had discussed the issue at length and voted on it. 

Councillor Dine Romero explained that 4 options had been discussed by the Panel.  
She assured Councillor Evans that she had taken full account of the Panel’s 
comments but that she had felt that the Panel’s preferred option would have led to 
terms of unequal length. 

Councillor Romero reminded Cabinet that the school calendar had historically been 
based on a 195-day year, including 5 staff training days which would be different for 
different schools.  She asked Cabinet to agree to recommend a fixed 190-day year 
(with 5 training days arranged separately), while still offering schools the alternative 
of a 195-day calendar (with 5 training days set within).  She felt that this would make 
it possible in future years for schools to choose term dates which would work better 
for children, staff and parents, particularly where children from the same family were 
at different schools. 

She moved the recommendations. 

Councillor Katie Hall seconded the proposals.  She felt that they were an important 
compromise which had been reached after listening to the consultation feedback.  
Parents with children at different schools were presented with difficult dilemmas.  
She reminded Cabinet that it was important to do away with random length terms. 
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Councillor David Bellotti said that the proposals were a success story.  Schools had 
responded very positively the previous year.  The Council would be giving a clear 
recommendation while at the same time allowing for schools with special or different 
circumstances to make other arrangements.  The move to schools having roughly 
equal term dates was very welcome. 

Councillor Paul Crossley said he felt that consistency of dates would be good for 
schools, parents and children.  He recommended the 190-day option to schools but 
asked them to consider the alternative suggestions if they were not able to adopt this 
pattern. 

On a motion from Councillor Dine Romero, seconded by Councillor Katie Hall, it was 

RESOLVED (unanimously) 

(1) To NOTE that the majority of local schools and academies can already set their 
own term and holiday dates, by virtue of being an Academy, Voluntary Aided or 
Foundation School and that the Deregulation Bill currently before parliament 
proposes to allow every school to set their own dates; 

(2) To RECOMMEND the Council’s preferred calendar of School Term and Holiday 
dates for the academic year 2015-16 based on a 190 day calendar (as set out in 
Appendix A) to all schools and academies in order to maximise consistency of dates 
for the benefit of children and their parents; 

(3) To RECOMMEND to all school and academy governing bodies that good practice 
would be to consult parents and take account of their views in the event that they 
propose any variation from the recommended calendar; and 

(4) To RECOMMEND, since a number of schools and academies have already 
indicated that they may still prefer to set a 195 day calendar, that in this event such 
schools adopt the 195 day calendar (at Appendix B), which most logically fits with the 
Council’s recommended 190 day calendar. 

  

13 

  
ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES CAPITAL PROJECTS 2014/15 

 

Councillor Geoff Ward in an ad hoc statement said he was delighted that £1M was to 
be spent on open spaces and parks.  He reminded the Cabinet of the need to consult 
closely with local members and not to favour the city in their allocations.  He felt that 
the public toilets issue had been emotive because there had been insufficient 
consultation. 

Councillor David Dixon responded to Councillor Ward by saying that not only had the 
Cabinet consulted about the public toilet proposals, but had also listened to the 
feedback.  The proposals would be sustainable and would deliver long-term 
solutions.  He had held a number of conversations with local members and was 
delighted that it had been possible to provide clean, safe toilets at locations where 
people wanted them.  The £3.3M would be invested in improving, maintaining and 
safeguarding local toilets. 

Councillor Dixon referred to the contract to replace play areas across the area.  He 
noted that there had been no budget for this when he had taken office.  He had 
visited every Council-owned and run play area and was delighted at the wide range 
of improvements which would be achieved. 

He moved the proposals. 
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Councillor Caroline Roberts seconded the proposal.  She was very pleased with the 
plans because it was about 10 years earlier that she had been a member of the 
Overview and Scrutiny Panel which had recommended the automated toilets which 
were now beginning to be introduced.  She also welcomed the play area upgrades 
because she had witnessed the difference they had made by bringing the local 
community back together. 

Councillor Katie Hall observed that the proposals would fit very well with the Health 
and Wellbeing Board’s Fit For Life promotion. 

Councillor Paul Crossley explained that one of his constituents with a challenging 
illness needed clean, readily available toilets if he was to be able to leave home.  He 
was very pleased that local children would benefit greatly from the investment in play 
areas. 

Councillor David Dixon summed up by reminding Cabinet that when new equipment 
arrived in a play park, it brought new vitality to the community as people started 
using the parks again.  He emphasised to Cabinet that the Monmouth Street toilets 
were not being closed – they were being refurbished. 

On a motion from Councillor David Dixon, seconded by Councillor Caroline Roberts, 
it was 

RESOLVED (unanimously) 

(1) To APPROVE the budgets for the following capital projects and for the projects to 
proceed: 

• Parks and Green Spaces Capital programme (£1,010k); 

• Public WC Conversions (£100k); 

(2) To DELEGATE authority to the Divisional Director for Environmental Services, in 
consultation with the Chief Property Officer and the Cabinet Member for 
Neighbourhoods, to decide where the detailed spend on WC conversions project is 
targeted. 

  

14 

  
HERITAGE SERVICES BUSINESS UPDATE 

 

Councillor Patrick Anketell-Jones in a statement reminded the Cabinet that he had 
previously presented a petition to Cabinet relating to free entry for local residents.  
He had been delighted to see the recent scheme allowing free entry for those under-
21 plus some other good initiatives.  He asked Cabinet however to ensure the future 
of the gallery.  He felt that it was not only an educational and leisure asset, but was 
an important tourism asset too. 

Councillor Ben Stevens, in proposing the item, said he wanted to be very clear – the 
Victoria Art Gallery would not close on his watch.  There had been a small drop in 
visitor numbers but that did not threaten the viability of the gallery.  It was a good 
museum, run well.  He was particularly complimentary about the crucial role played 
by Stephen Bird (Head of Heritage Services) in attracting tourists to the heritage 
sites and his work in bringing the Beau Street Horde into public display.  He also 
mentioned Stephen’s work in extending the educational facilities under the Roman 
Baths, his infectious love of the Bath heritage and the fact that a benefit of £55 per 
Council Tax payer was generated by the Heritage Service. 

Councillor Paul Crossley seconded the proposals.  He agreed with Councillor 
Stevens about the debt of thanks owed to Stephen Bird and his team for delivering 
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such longstanding success across a wide range of attractions.  He expressed great 
disappointment that Councillor Anketell-Jones had spoken of the possible closure of 
the Victoria Art Gallery.  He emphasised in the strongest terms that this was not a 
possibility and asked Councillor Anketell-Jones to support the gallery’s long term 
future by the things that he said. 

Councillor David Dixon said that he had recently found it necessary to explain to a 
local resident that far from closing the Victoria Art Gallery, the Cabinet was investing 
in it.  He reminded the meeting that local residents can gain free access to the 
gallery and many other attractions by showing their Discovery Card.  He told the 
Cabinet that he had recently had a glimpse of the tunnels under the Roman Baths 
and he was excited about what was planned. 

On a motion from Councillor Ben Stevens, seconded by Councillor Paul Crossley, it 
was 

RESOLVED (unanimously) 

(1) To NOTE the provisional out-turn for Heritage Services for 2013/14; 

(2) To APPROVE the Fashion Museum Forward Plan; 

(3) To APPROVE further investigation into extending the Victoria Art Gallery into the 
void behind it to enable it to make a positive contribution to the Guildhall market 
redevelopment project; and 

(4) To APPROVE the capital budget for the Beau Street Hoard project in the 
Council’s Capital Programme for 2014/15 and 2015/16 in the amounts of £203k and 
£17k respectively, and note the technical adjustment made to the capital budget for 
this project in 2013/14 to reflect grant-funded spend. 

  

15 

  
"GETTING AROUND BATH - A NEW TRANSPORT STRATEGY FOR BATH" 

PROPOSED CONSULTATION 

 

Councillor Anthony Clarke in an ad hoc statement emphasised the need for cross-
party support if the transport strategy consultation was to be effective.  He felt that 
particular mention should have been made of north-south travel to school.  He 
observed that report did not address the transport issues across the area and should 
be seen as the first building block of a wider transport policy. 

Councillor David Laming in an ad hoc statement supported the proposals although 
he felt the title should have said “Getting Round and Through Bath”.  He observed 
that no mention had been made in the report of river ferries and other ways in which 
the river would be part of the solution.  He asked Cabinet to consider the need for a 
safe, well-lit cycle path from Pulteney Weir right though to Newbridge. 

[David Redgewell (South West Transport Network) arrived after the debate had 
already started but the Chair at his prerogative agreed that David could still make his 
statement] 

David Redgewell welcomed the consultation and emphasised a number of issues 
which he felt must be addressed: the Dorchester Street scheme; a strategy for cross-
border services; bus fleet upgrade; the public realm and the transport strategies for 
Bath and the rural areas. 

Councillor Caroline Roberts, in proposing the item, said that a lot of hard work had 
already been done to bring the proposals to consultation and she was pleased to 
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propose that the consultation period should begin.  She asked Councillors and 
members of the public to feed all their comments into the consultation. 

Councillor Paul Crossley seconded the proposal.  There had been significant 
problems but also significant opportunities.  He hoped to hear from residents during 
the consultation period.  He reminded the meeting that recent improvements already 
introduced had been hybrid buses, Park and Ride options, variable messaging about 
car park places, cycle hire and the electrification of the main line to London.  He 
encouraged Councillor Laming to feed his river ideas into the consultation.  He was 
delighted that Councillor Clarke had offered to support the consultation process and 
assured him that funds were already earmarked to conduct similar studies of 
Keynsham and Somer valley. 

Councillor Tim Ball observed that in his view very slow progress had been made in 
developing the city’s transport strategy by the previous administration but that it had 
planned to build a bus route through the back gardens of Newbridge residents with 
no consultation.  He reminded Cabinet that the Council’s Core Strategy was 
dependent on the outcome of the three transport strategies so it was essential to 
make progress on them as soon as possible. 

Councillor David Dixon said that the three main concerns were congestion, air quality 
and (especially in Larkhall) the river.  It would be essential to maintain cross-party 
support for the consultation to be a success.  He emphasised that the strategy could 
not be only about the city centre. 

Councillor Ben Stevens expressed the hope that the Strategic River Group would get 
involved.  He contracted to work with Councillor Laming to enable this.  He was 
determined that the strategy should work for the whole community and said that the 
residents of Batheaston would remember a plan put forward by a previous 
administration to concrete over their meadows. 

Councillor David Bellotti said that the Rossiter Road scheme, which would remove 
pressure from Widcombe and was welcomed by local residents, had been held up 
because of opposition from some Councillors who had not listened to local feelings.  
He regretted that there had not been cross-party support for the Council’s priorities: 
pedestrians first, cycles, 20mph schemes for safer roads. 

Councillor Caroline Roberts summed up by saying she did not intend to score points 
over transportation.  She reminded Cabinet of her commitment to the Rossiter Road 
scheme, which she had championed since 1999; but regretted that the £250K put 
into the budget that year had not been used for that purpose and the Council was 
only now on the verge of delivering the scheme. 

With reference to comments made about the scheme excluding Keynsham and north 
east Somerset, Councillor Roberts reminded Cabinet that funds had been reserved 
so that these schemes could be developed.  She finally reminded Cabinet that the 
present proposals were not detailed because they were intended to encourage 
consultation responses. 

On a motion from Councillor Caroline Roberts, seconded by Councillor Paul 
Crossley, it was 

RESOLVED (unanimously) 

(1) To ENDORSE the Getting Around Bath Launch Document for consultation. 
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16 

  
AWARD OF CONTRACTS FOR SUPPORTED BUS SERVICES 

 

The Chair asked all Cabinet members to confirm that they had read and considered 
the public interest test (Appendix A replacement).  All agreed. 

On a motion from Councillor Caroline Roberts, seconded by Councillor Paul 
Crossley, it was 

RESOLVED (unanimously) 

(1) To AGREE that Appendix A constitutes exempt information according to the 
categories set out in the Local government Act 1972 (amended Schedule 12A) 
because it contains information which relates to the financial or business affairs of 
any particular person (including the authority holding that information) and therefore 
that the public interest is best served by exemption of the information. 

The Chair asked Cabinet members if they would confirm that they would not make 
reference to exempt Appendix A during the debate, so that the public need not be 
excluded from the meeting.  All agreed. 

David Redgewell in an ad hoc statement welcomed the proposals.  He listed a 
number of services which he was pleased to note would be saved or extended by the 
plans, particularly a number of village services. He made particular reference 
however to the fact that it was necessary for the Council to subsidise cross-boundary 
services to which Somerset County Council did not contribute although he 
recognised that these services provided a valuable social benefit and also supported 
the Bath night-time economy. 

Councillor Liz Richardson in an ad hoc statement welcomed the fact that service 752 
was retained and that the evening service 672 via Chew Magna was being 
supported. 

Councillor Caroline Roberts in proposing the item, said that the proposals would 
deliver increased services but with a saving of £12K.  This had been achieved in two 
cases by using the Council’s own underused fleet.  A number of services had been 
improved but it had also been felt necessary to reduce some services where usage 
did not warrant the subsidy.  She encouraged residents to make use of their local 
services to ensure their viability. 

Councillor Paul Crossley seconded the proposal and said that it was crucial to 
protect rural communities and to support the night-time economy in the city.  He felt 
that the plans achieved both these aims.  He welcomed the support for shopper 
services – it was very good news for example that the 636 shopper service was 
being increased from 2 days to 3 days a week. 

Councillor David Dixon highlighted the fantastic news that the net budget for 
supporting bus services was almost £1M.  He regretted however that it would still be 
impossible for him to make a social visit to Chew Magna by bus without going via 
Bristol. 

On a motion from Councillor Caroline Roberts, seconded by Councillor Paul 
Crossley, it was 

RESOLVED (unanimously) 

(3) To CONFIRM the changes to contract services as set out in the report; 

(4) To NOTE the tender prices received, as set out in exempt Appendix A of the 
report; and 
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(5) To AGREE the award of contracts as recommended in the report. 

  
  
  
The meeting ended at 8.19 pm  
  
Chair  

  
Date Confirmed and Signed  

  
Prepared by Democratic Services 

  



CABINET MEETING 14th May 2014 

 

 

REGISTERED SPEAKERS 

Where the intention is to speak about an item on the Agenda, the speaker will be 
offered the option to speak near the beginning of the meeting or just before the Agenda 
item. 

Re: Agenda Item 14 (Heritage Services Business Update) 

· Cllr Patrick Anketell-Jones 

Re: Victoria Art Gallery 

Re: Agenda Item 15 (Bath Transport Strategy) 

· David Redgewell (South West Transport Network) 

Re: Transport Infrastructure and Public Involvement 
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QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS - COUNCILLORS 

  

  

M 01 Question from: Councillor Sarah Bevan 

Following our meetings in my ward of Peasedown St John, I welcomed Cllr Dixon’s offer 
of further investment for play areas in North East Somerset.  
Could the cabinet member for Neighbourhoods now confirm that £20,000 will be made 
available for new equipment in Peasedown’s Eckweek Lane play area, known as the 
Westbury play park? 

Answer from: Councillor David Dixon 

I recently visited Peasedown at the invitation of Councillor Bevan and was able to agree 
some signage improvements and to look at Westbury Park.  I’m delighted to confirm 
that later this meeting I will be asking Cabinet to approve substantial funds for improving 
play areas and I anticipate that Westbury Park will be one of those benefitting from this 
funding. 

  

M 02 Question from: Councillor Will Sandry 

There appears to be a wide discrepancy between the percentages of properties 
described as an HMO in the Consultation Draft (see appended Figure 1) of the HMO 
Supplementary Planning Document and that Issued (appended Figure 2). Current Data 
(appended Figure 3) does not seem to have been updated since July 2013. 
The areas identified in the Consultation draft appear to show a fair representation of the 
distribution of HMOs according to my knowledge of the City and its HMOs. 

· On what basis did the data change between the consultation draft and the final plan? 

· Is the Cabinet Member confident that the HMO location data available to the public 
is accurate, up to date and maintained on an ongoing basis? 

Answer from: Councillor Tim Ball 

The change between the Consultation Draft SPD and the final SPD reflects the 
difference between the planning definitions of an HMO and the Housing Act definition 
used by Housing Services (where the core data set originates). This difference became 
apparent during the consultation period. The need for the amendment to the map was 
set out in the schedule of changes agreed by Cabinet on adoption of the SPD 
(Appendix B). 
More detail: 
o Under the 2004 Housing Act, buildings containing self-contained flats which do not 

meet 1991 Building Regulations (i.e. built prior to 1991) count as HMO in Housing 
terms but do not typically count as HMO in terms of planning use class, which is 
based on 3 or more person occupancy per unit.  
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o Many of such flats were removed from the dataset and this had the effect of 
reducing the proportion of HMOs below the 25% threshold at London Road, St 
James Square, in parts of Lower Oldfield Park and Lower Weston where these 
generally larger properties sub-divided into flats predominate.  

o There is still a presence of HMOs in these areas but not currently at the 25% level. 
This led to the amendment to the adopted map in which these areas were deleted 
from the map showing areas over a 25% HMO threshold. 

HMO Data accuracy 
I am confident that our HMO location data is robust and accurate. Housing & Planning 
Services continue to manage and scrutinize the accuracy of this data. Data on HMOs is 
updated regularly with the latest data and is maintained principally by Housing Services. 
There is now a steady stream of cross referrals between Planning and Housing 
Departments, who are working together closely on the issue – there have been 200 
HMO cross referrals from Housing Services to Planning Enforcement since July 2013 to 
date. This typically leads to a cross-check with Council Tax to establish whether the 
property is a pre-existing HMO, further Enforcement action is then taken as required. 
As agreed by Cabinet, 6 monthly updates of the 25% threshold map are issued for the 
purposes of planning decisions. These are published online on pre-agreed dates (1st 
July and 1st December). This was agreed so that there is a consistent baseline upon 
which to make such planning decisions. Only one update has been published since the 
SPD was adopted (1st December 2013) – which is available online at 
www.bathnes.gov.uk/hmo via iShare Maps  
It should be noted that the map included in the printed SPD is labelled as “Stage 1 
Example Assessment Map (July 2013) - City wide mapping for Stage 1 assessments 
will updated on a twice yearly basis and will be made available online 
www.bathnes.gov.uk/hmo” – the Map in the printed SPD itself will not be updated as 
the online version available via iShare is higher resolution and has a zoom-in function 
making it much more useful to use and is kept up-to-date.  This is made clear in the 
printed version of the SPD. 
More detail: 
o In the first 6 months after the Article 4 Direction, an increase of 58 HMOs in Bath 

was noted – of which 23 were evidenced to be pre-existing HMOs that were made 
known to the Council within the 25% zone. The remaining 35 HMOs made known to 
the Council were spread outside of the 25% zone. 

o As a result of the new data, the baseline data changed although the stage 1 test 
area with 25% HMO remained the same visually on the map.  

o Over the same period there have been 21 planning applications for change of use 
from C3 Dwellinghouse to C4 HMO in Bath – only two of which were in the 25% 
zone, and were subsequently refused. There have been a much higher number of 
pre-application investigations and discussions with Planning Information officers and 
the Article 4/SPD is acting as a strong deterrent for the purchase of properties within 
the 25% area with a view to change of use to HMO. 

o To date 972 applications for Additional Licencing of small HMOs have been received 
by Housing Services, since the Licencing scheme was introduced on 1st January 
2014. 200 of these related to HMO not previously known to the Council (and were 
subsequently cross referred to Enforcement to cross-check that there has not been 
an unlawful change of use). 

o The 1st July 2014 map update will reflect the latest data above. 
o The 25% threshold HMO map is based on Super Output areas – for data protection 

reasons the Council cannot show every individual HMO on a map, and this approach 
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was seen to offer a sensible small scale way to aggregate data which is then able to 
be publicly available. 

o If a member of the public considers that there has been an unlawful change of use to 
an HMO – a notification can be made to the Planning Enforcement/Housing 
Licencing team for investigation – any such notification relating to HMOs will be 
automatically cross-checked between the two departments. 

  

M 03 Question from: Councillor Anthony Clarke 

Given the fact that the Cabinet had to call an immediate and early halt to the Dorchester 
Street Bus Gate trial and agree to cancel and refund all fines issued in relation to this 
Bus Gate, does the Cabinet Member now recognise and agree that the decision to push 
ahead with this Bus Gate was a complete folly and that the Council’s mishandling of its 
implementation has caused significant damage to Bath’s reputation as a destination for 
visitors, shoppers and businesses and wasted a large amount taxpayers’ money in the 
process? 

Answer from: Councillor Caroline Roberts 

No. 
The point of conducting any experiment is to try it and see what happens so that we can 
decide what we want to do in the future and that is what we will do. It was decided to 
suspend the experiment because it was felt that we had enough information to analyse 
the results of the trial. 
The key and important objectives of the experimental Bus Gate were to improve public 
transport punctuality, minimise congestion in Dorchester Street and improve the local 
environment by reducing the number of vehicles using Dorchester Street. These were 
achieved as we saw a significant reduction in vehicles using the street and this 
continued to fall throughout the trial. There were also a number of issues connected 
with the scheme including the level of understanding of the restriction by some motorists 
and whether the signage was adequate. 

  

M 04 Question from: Councillor Anthony Clarke 

The Leader of Council has stated that the Dorchester Street Bus Gate trial is now over 
and that the Council has collected enough information to take a judgment on its future.  
Can the Cabinet Member please confirm when this data and information will be 
published and whether the Cabinet intends to reintroduce the Dorchester Bus Gate at a 
later date, either in its previous or revised form? 

Answer from: Councillor Caroline Roberts 

Officers will provide the findings of the experiment once the process of refunding 
monies has been completed. I envisage that this will be before the end of July.  Only 
when we have considered any benefits and shortcomings of the trial will we be in a 
position to determine whether to reintroduce Bus Priority Measures at this location, 
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when, and in what form.  As resolved at Council on 16th January 2014, Cabinet will 
report back to Full Council the findings of the experiment in due course. 

  

M 05 Question from: Councillor Anthony Clarke 

Aside from the difficulties the Council experienced during its trial implementation, does 
the Cabinet Member still believe that, in principle, having a bus lane on Dorchester 
Street is still a worthwhile idea which the Council would be right to pursue? 

Answer from: Councillor Caroline Roberts 

The Council must remain open–minded to implementing appropriate traffic management 
measures that benefit the city overall.  Many of the city’s streets were never designed to 
take the current levels of traffic or the needs of our residents, visitors and businesses.   
It is important to seek ways of improving the reliability of public transport and improving 
the local environment because the roads are too full of traffic at the moment but this 
must be done in a way which does not create further significant problems elsewhere so 
it will be necessary to consider what impacts any restriction would have on other roads 
once we have completed the Widcombe Parade and Rossiter Road improvements – a 
scheme which the previous administration was unable to deliver 

  

M 06 Question from: Councillor Anthony Clarke 

Based upon the most up to date figures the Council has available, if the number of 
people who travel to work, go to school, or travel for day-to-day shopping needs, by 
bicycle were to quadruple, what would be the percentage reduction in car usage for 
these purposes? 

Answer from: Councillor Caroline Roberts 

The 2011 census indicated that some 2,500 people cycled to work (not including 
shopping or other journeys) compared to over 48,000 people who travelled in a car.  So 
if there were to be a quadrupling of those cycling it is anticipated that this would reduce 
the % travelling by car by over 15%. 

  

  

M 07 Question from: Councillor Liz Richardson 

At the Core Strategy Examination hearing on 10th April 2014 the Inspector asked 
whether the Core Strategy should highlight the potential need for gypsy and traveller 
sites to be allocated in a subsequent DPD on land removed from the Green Belt.  The 
council’s view was that it ought not. Since the proposed site on the Lower Bristol road is 
in the green belt would this not have been a helpful way to deal with the allocation of 
this site? 
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Answer from: Councillor Tim Ball 

The Council’s preparatory response before the hearings did not support the inclusion of 
reference in the Core Strategy to the potential removal of sites from the Green Belt for 
such sites because this could be seen has pre-empting the outcome of the sites 
selection process and work with adjoining Local Authorities.  Furthermore, this provision 
is already clearly expressed in Government Policy.  
However at the hearings, the Inspector was concerned that clause (i) of Policy CP11 
(the district-wide policy setting out criteria for assessing the suitability of sites) only 
referred to the very special circumstances needed to justify permitting a planning 
application in the Green Belt and did not cover the option of removing land from the 
Green Belt through the plan making process for a site allocation.  The Council therefore 
accepted that there was merit in amending the wording of the policy to make reference 
to the fact that because this type of development is inappropriate in the Green Belt, 
either very special circumstances would need to be demonstrated to justify granting 
planning permission through a planning application AND exceptional circumstances are 
needed to allocate a site through the Plan–making process. 

  

M 08 Question from: Councillor Tim Warren 

If the Council were to pursue the implementation of a rail-based Park & Ride facility to 
the east of Bath, as has been proposed by the Leader of Council, can the Cabinet 
Member please confirm what the estimated cost of such a scheme would be, what the 
likely funding sources would be, and what the timescale for delivering such a facility 
would be? 

Answer from: Councillor Caroline Roberts 

The ‘Getting Around Bath’ Transport Strategy which was launched on the 30th April and 
subject to consideration for consultation at this Cabinet suggests that the existing 
Council policy of providing long stay parking capacity at the edge of the city through 
Park and Ride should be strengthened and extended.  As the Strategy progresses it will 
identify what further work is required to establish the need for increased Park and Ride 
capacity as part of a wider parking strategy.  Work will also be needed to provide a 
detailed assessment of sites to the East of the City to provide that capacity. 

Supplementary Question: 

The Cabinet member has not answered my question.  Could she please provide me 
with an answer? 

Answer from: Councillor Caroline Roberts 

It is not possible at this point to cost such a scheme, since we are still consulting on the 
options. 
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M 09 Question from: Councillor Tim Warren 

Can the Cabinet Member confirm whether the Council is investigating the possibility of 
implementing an interim bus-based Park & Ride facility to the east of Bath whilst the 
possibility of a rail-based Park & Ride are investigated further, and if so when such 
proposals will be published? 

Answer from: Councillor Caroline Roberts 

I refer to my response to Question 8 above. 

  

M 10 Question from: Councillor Tim Warren 

Does the Leader of Council stand by his statement to BBC Points West that the 
Dorchester Bus Gate trial was a success? 

Answer from: Councillor Paul Crossley 

The key objectives of the experimental Bus Gate were to improve public transport 
reliability and improve the local environment by reducing the number of vehicles using 
Dorchester Street. There can be no doubt that these were achieved because we saw a 
significant reduction in vehicles using the street and this continued to fall throughout the 
trial. There were also a number of issues connected with the scheme including the level 
of understanding of the restriction by some motorists and whether the signage was 
adequate. 
The point of conducting any experiment is to try it and see what happens so that we can 
decide what we want to do in the future. I therefore intend to review the results of the 
trail with colleagues. The evidence gathered during the trial will be used to assess future 
traffic management proposals and ensure the Council develops appropriate schemes 
and measures to ensure that the city can continue to develop, prosper and meet future 
needs. We will also need to evaluate the impact on the changes that result from 
Rossiter Road and Widcombe traffic changes. Our aim for the city is that residents 
should see considerable environmental and economic benefits. 

  

  

M 11 Question from: Councillor Vic Pritchard 

Under the Council’s Procurement Strategy - Delivering Social Value for the Community, 
is it envisaged that there will be an amendment to the Council’s Standing Orders or 
relevant financial regulations to reflect the spirit of this strategy? 

Answer from: Councillor David Bellotti 

Officers are currently undertaking a comprehensive review of Contract Standing Orders 
(CSO’s) in the light of significant changes in legislation and statutory guidance. This 
includes the Localism Act, the Social Value Act, transparency requirements and 
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revisions for the implementation of the new EU Procurement Directives. This will be 
completed in the next couple of months as Cabinet Office guidance on the new EU 
Procurement Directives is finalised. In line with the Council’s Standing Orders any 
revisions which may be required will then be taken to full Council for approval. This will 
ensure that the new strategy is embedded in the Council’s policies and procedures. 
In the interim I will be taking to Cabinet a Social Value policy for adoption to further drive 
Social Value in the procurement and commissioning process across the Council. 

  

  

M 12 Question from: Councillor Vic Pritchard 

It is now widely acknowledged that too many people are living in isolation and 
loneliness.  The Shared Lives Initiative is a positive measure aimed at addressing this 
issue by matching disabled, vulnerable and older people with Shared Lives carers in 
their community.  These then provide personal care and share their family and 
community life.  What is B&NES doing to help support and promote this initiative? 

Answer from: Councillor Simon Allen 

Bath and North East Somerset commissions a Shared Lives service from Sirona Care & 
Health. The service is currently commissioned to meet individual needs of adults with 
Learning Disabilities and/or Autism. In addition there are a small number of people in 
receipt of Adult social care who are also supported through the Shared Lives scheme. 
The scheme provides a range of services, including Outreach and short breaks but can 
also be set up to provide full-time placements, which involves the person living within 
the Carers family home on a full-time basis. 
The primary aim of the scheme is to ensure that people are given the help and support 
they need to develop to their full potential and live as independently as possible. 
There are currently 35 registered shared lives carers/25 households with a further 5 
households under assessment. The scheme supports 7 adults in full time placements; 
20 adults in short term placements and 46 people on an outreach basis. 
In addition to the Sirona Shared Lives scheme the Council commissions a Supported 
Lodgings scheme, funded jointly between adult and childrens services. This service 
provides accommodation and support to young people. Supported Lodgings providers 
rent rooms to young people and give them the support, encouragement and guidance 
they need to develop the skills and confidence to live independently.    
The service supports a maximum of 20 independent young people (young homeless), 
care leavers and children in care.  Most are aged 16-18 on entering the scheme, but will 
be supported in the scheme for up to 2 years.  Social Services have a duty to support 
Care Leavers (this includes housing related support), while young homeless people are 
eligible for housing related support from the Supporting People & Communities (SP&C) 
commissioning budget.   In addition to the core units there are an additional 2 
“crashpad” units which are SP&C funded and accessed through the Shape Mediation 
Service and 2 further emergency units for use by Children’s Services. 
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M 13 Question from: Councillor Charles Gerrish 

What consultation specifically relating to the planned changes to the public toilets in 
Keynsham’s Memorial Park was undertaken by the Council or its public toilets 
contractor Healthmatic prior to submitting the planning application seeking permission to 
make the proposed changes to these public toilets? 

Answer from: Councillor David Dixon 

The Council’s plans for refurbishing public toilets is very good news for the area.  We 
have been working hard to deliver sustainable, long term provision.  The plans will 
provide modern, well maintained facilities at the right places across the area.  The first 
upgrade will be Monmouth Street – which we have been accused of “closing”.  As part 
of the tendering process, we conducted usage counts and we provided those to the 
bidders.  They were able to check these by conducting their own surveys.  The surveys 
indicated that Keynsham requires 2 cubicles, which when installed will be both clean 
and safe.  We are determined to deliver long term solutions.  Healthmatic have already 
put in planning applications.  Part of the agreement is that the Council will receive 20% 
of the income from the use of the buildings. 

Supplementary Question: 

Will the Cabinet member come to Keynsham to receive a petition from local residents 
who are up in arms about the proposals? 

Answer from: Councillor David Dixon 

I will come if I am available although it is unlikely to be in the next week.  If Councillor 
Gerrish will contact the Leader’s office, we will try to arrange a date. 

  

  

M 14 Question from: Councillor Michael Evans 

Following the publication of the report on Oldfield School and the prewarning letter from 
Lord Nash concerning the academy's shortcomings in governance, is there anything 
that the Local Authority can do to support the school and its pupils through a difficult 
period? 

Answer from: Councillor Dine Romero 

The local authority has been in discussion with the Acting Head Teacher and the Chair 
of Governors to offer support to Oldfield School.  Services are already being provided 
for Governor Training, internal audit and staff support.  A range of other services are 
available and arrangements can be made for access to these if and when the 
Governing Body decide to seek such support.  I am aware that the Chair of Governors 
and Acting Head Teacher are also receiving advice and support from sources brokered 
through the Education Funding Agency and I am pleased that the school has chosen to 
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reach out to other schools to seek support.  I am also pleased to note the publicly stated 
commitment of the Chair of Governors to build relationships with the community, 
parents, other schools and the local authority.  We would be pleased to support the 
school as necessary recognising that the school has a number of issues to address 
whilst not forgetting that it also has considerable academic strengths. 

  

 

QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS - PUBLIC 

  

 There were none 
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Appendices 
 
#M02 - Cabinet Question for Cllr Tim Ball 
 
Figure 1: SPD Consultation Draft – September 2012 

 
Figure 2: Adopted Plan – July 2013 
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Figure 3: Current (30/04/14) iShare data on Council Website 
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