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Bathampton Meadows Alliance presentation to the East
of Bath Transport Public Scrutiny Day 22" March 2016




ur themes

Park and Rides (P&R) are not being used as believed. There is extensive spare capacity in both city centre
and P&R

The current approach to P&R evidence, such as the Hill report, has focused on theoretical projections
rather than the reality of driver behaviour and driving trends

To bring to life what they forecast would require a major behaviour-change programme for drivers throughout the city
and beyond

We are concerned that reports are commissioned but not then fed into the decision-taking process in good time

There is undoubtedly an issue with congestion and pollution in Bath, both in the city and to the East.

Until the Council understand properly who goes where, when and why, as well as what would motivate drivers to switch,
there can be no properly-evidenced plan.

P&R will only exacerbate this situation, not solve it, as they generate congestion and emissions

To the East, congestion and pollution are rising and approaching EU limit levels for nitrogen dioxide. This has a real
impact on peoples’ health. The Council must address this by extending the Air Quality Management Area

Even if the Council went ahead for plans for a P&R, any planning application on the Meadows (sites A, A+, B and F)
must be rejected on emissions grounds alone

The Conservative manifesto pledge was to identify and consult on an East Park and Ride, not deliver one.
Evidence presented then and since shows clearly it is an outdated solution

It is not enough to build a P&R, just to satisfy the lobby who say ‘something must be done’. To be fair, this lobby just
wants a proper solution that works and quickly - P&R isn't it

Defra policy no longer supports P&R as part of an integrated transport solution — Bath needs to think again



Bath Park & Rides Usage Analysis
Andrew Lea 22/03/2016
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ASSUMPTIONS

# 1 There is no source of data to understand Park & Ride usage over the long term

# 2 Bath Park & Rides must be full all the time as congestion is still high
# 3 If we build a Park & Ride to the East of Bath it will be filled
#4 We need 1600 new Park & Ride spaces now

#5 we cannot plan for increased Park & Ride usage



ASSUMPTION #1

There is no source of data to understand Park & Ride usage over
the long term
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Lansdown P+R
Avon Street CP
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SouthGate Rail CP
Lansdown P+R
Avon Street CP
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Accessibility Contact Us
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What is Bath Hacked?

BANES Historic Car Park Occupancy Levels across all main car parks in Bath
Data is collected by sensors on the entry and exit barriers for the car parks
The data provides the occupancy level of the car parks

The data also provides the status of the car parks

The data is collected every 5 minutes and recorded

Currently the historic data goes back to October 2014

YV V V V VYV V

“‘With regards the parking data, then the data is as accurate as the sensors. They will break and
go offline from time to time, but we've published the same data. So it’s as good as its going to
get, although will have errors in. | would say, though, that they’re quite easy to spot in the data”

Jon Poole, Research Manager, BANES



Data period

March 15t 2015 to February 29t 2016 unless otherwise stated

Terminology

Average Capacity Level — the average
capacity level achieved over a given period

Ave Height 1+ Ave Height 2

Maximum Average Capacity Level — the
maximum capacity reached each day
averaged over a given period

Max Height 1 + Max Height 2

2

Class 2
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DATA TRUTH #1

Usable and accurate data is available to understand P&R usage
over a full year.



ASSUMPTION #2

Bath Park and Rides must be full all the time as congestion is
still high
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DATA TRUTH #2

Park & Ride usage is at its lowest when congestion is at its highest



ASSUMPTION #3

If we build a Park & Ride to the East of Bath it will be filled
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Figure 9.2: 2011 City Centre and P&R Occupancy

5000

4500
4000

iy
8

2500

o
S &

S(0)

Number of Vehicles
3 % 3
\\\
\
J/‘
I",

7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18

Source: Car park surveys November 2011

\Combine P&R

Time

- Total
woedckoend
- = = TOtal
weekday
— Centre
Weckend
- = = Centre
Weockday
— DE&R
weekend
- - DER
Woeckday



| Average parking capacity usage within BATH PARK & RIDES

2777
200 = J=P&R Usage
= =Nov-11
2000
» 1546 1538
] 1449 1457
S 1500 .
n 1258 1500 1550 1550 R 1284
1046
1016 1250
1000 [T 1200]
665 749
900 850 \
4(N
250
0
8to9 9to10 10to11 11to12 12to013 13to14 14t015 15tol6 16tol7 17t018 18to19
Time )

Source: Banes Parking Data 01/03/2015 to 29/02/2016



Average parking capacity usage within BATH PARK & RIDES

2777
2500 ==P&R Usage
= =Nov-11
=7w=Hill Report
2000
1735 1735 1685
1630 - z 1518
" 1546 1538
o 1449 1457 1318
c 1500 1370 ‘
=S 1258 1500 1550 1550 1500 1284
‘ 1046
1000 1016 12550 I
953
1000 zr\, = 1200 .
665 749
900 850
463
500600 J01
400 188
250
0
8to9 9to10 10tol1 11to12 12to13 13to14 14to15 15to016 16tol7 17to18 18to19
Time )

Source: Banes Parking Data 01/03/2015 to 29/02/2016



P————

DATA TRUTH #3

Car user behaviour has followed a similar trend over the last 5 years
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ASSUMPTION #4

We need 1600 new Park & Ride spaces now
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Free Spaces in Bath Park & Rides

Average Free Spaces By Month

Average Free Spaces By Yearly MAT
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Newbridge P&R capacity increase not seeing an increase in usage
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DATA TRUTH #4

There is excessive spare capacity at the current P&R across the
day of between 1,143 and 2,475 spaces.
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ASSUMPTION #5

We cannot plan for increased parking need
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Key Influences on Park & Ride Capacity

Saturday
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Between 15t March 2015 and 29" February 2016

*Capacity levels reached 100% on 21 days at one or more Park and Rides at some point in that day.
* There are 19 days when average Park and Ride capacity exceeded 80%.

* Of these 19 days, 17 where as a result of the Xmas Market.

Source: Banes Parking Data 01/03/2015 to 29/02/2016
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DATA TRUTH #5

Capacity levels are at their highest due to predictable events



Review

H#1 we have over 365,000 rows of cleaned data

H2 Park & Ride usage is at its lowest when congestion is at its highest
#3 Driver behaviour is not changing

H4 park & Ride usage is at best stagnant even with greater capacity

H#5 Up-to 9am an East Park and Ride will only take 384 cars off the London road

H#6 When Capacity levels are high it is due to actual and predictable events



because they are ignored.”
Aldous Huxley

Thank You



Evidence behind the City’s parking numbers
Christine Boyd
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Parking numbers

* Council ‘needs’ 1400-1600 spaces
* Where does this need come from?

* The need is not explained in Transport Strategy or
supporting document

CH2MHILL
The best kept secret in Bath



~ Hill report -
a secret recipe to fix traffic

» Invisible document

* Mystery assumptions

v" No brief
v" No version control

v~ No minutes



Hill Report ‘assumptions’

® 1600 spaces to east

* 300 at Odd Down

* 300 at Lansdown

* Capacity of existing sites raise to 85%

Double the amount of P&R !



Odd Down Park & Ride
Predicted Change in Arrival and Departure Demand Profiles: MAX Accumulation - 1530 Spaces
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569 more cars off the road by 10 am

Fill Profile Hill assumes is needed at each P&R to offset
Enterprise Area growth - this one is Odd Down but all
are similar (Source: Hill report Appendix C)
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BUT...do we need this much
parking?

*  Transport strategy says 5700 spaces

* We already have 6857 spaces

* Not about parking, it’s about congestion!



ill gives incredible results!

« EA creates 4700 extra trips the in PM peak

*  Double P&R it makes 3000 disappear

* 1700 is 4% increase on the 42189 traffic movements in the PM peak

- That’s okay! - EA can go ahead
*  Commuters can use P&R
- Commuters from west can use east P&R

We would all be using P&R




Would P&R to east be used?
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Would an east of Bath P&R be used?
e 10% of CCCP or 373 users from east

« B&NES - no behavioral studies of their own

 48% of users would not have driven into trip to
city

 0Odd Down a ‘suitable proxy’ but only 36% full

4+ 75% of users are shoppers, so no chance of
extracting 1,314 cars from London Road by




Even the latest forecast by Mott McDonald doesn’t stack
up — we need to think, not knee-jerk

|P&R Projections
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vidence (or lack of it) around congestion
and emissions — Fiona Meldrum




No East park
and ride
needed to

ease
ion

London Road
morning rush

hour February
Half Term 2016

“The Traffic Management Act
local authorities to tackle co
requirement in being able to

work management duties on
gestion is therefore a key
y Council Congestion Report 2014




obody in BaNES seems to know how the congestion
problem actually breaks down.....

Of commuters, 68%

travel in and out of

Bath by car*, but we
don’

Journey type

Proportion of total Appropriate Solutions

12%

3.5%

M |

How can we nge specific
behaviours wi hen and why?




nd worryingly to the East we see a growth pattern...

We know where the
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Let’s just pause on air quality - pollution isn’t just a
minor irritant — it has major health impacts

40,000 deaths in the UK are attributable to outdoor air pollution

Air pollution can cause, or contribute to, low birth weight, pre-term births, cancer,
asthma, chronic bronchitis, stroke and heart and circulatory disease, diabetes, obesity,
and changes linked to dementia.

Air pollution is harmful to everyone. However, there are factors that make some people
more vulnerable: developing foetus, age, existing medical conditions, obesity, and living,
learning or working near busy roads.

Road traffic in B&NES contributes up to 92% of the total nitrogen dioxide (NO,)
concentration.

There isn’t some ma, 1 — people’s health in
bot. tion

*Source: BaNES website




There is seemingly no plan by the Council to bring
congestion and hence pollution down to EU limits

¢ Transport strategy
No targets, just aims and no target to reduce car use
No implementation plan yet
Assumptions questioned by the Hill report

* Air Quality Action Plan
No focus on personal car use, except 1 target on work-based travel plans

Of the 16 actions in the previous plan, only 5 had measurable benefits set as targets
and of these only 1 had had an impact when last reviewed - the one on work-based
travel plans (0.3% impact)

Next plan should have started by now...

¢ Planning for the Enterprise Area

Incredibly, the Hill report only plans to maintain the congestion status quo and in
fact even its black box model cannot maintain this in the afternoon. Banes are
planning to make congestion worse...




There is evidence from Bath itself that getting traffic
moving and preventing it makes a difference to emissions

| Figure 2.4 Trends in Annual Mean Nitrogen Dioxide Concentration Measured at
Diffusion Tube Monitoring Sites — Sites within the London Road AQMA
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But Park and rides do not solve the traffic issues they are
meant to — instead they generate more traffic
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ny park and ride on the meadows would bring
even more traffic through the villages

Bathampton:

Rat run through the village from the A36 to cross the toll bridge, down to the
A46/A4 roundabout then onto the A4.

Also parking in the George pub car park and walking to the bus

Batheaston:

From the M4 drivers would rat run from J17 of the M4 to avoid J18 and the A46,
passing through Batheaston

People currently using the A4 bypass could switch back onto Batheaston High St
to avoid the traffic lights put in to provide access to a park and ride

And this is before a link road is in the picture to bring more pollution through the
valley as it bypasses on the A36, A4 bypass, A46 route



Our analysis also sees no impact on London Road

congestion

Council Evidence

And we mustn’.
commuters who

BMA Evidence from same start point
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Crucially Defra no longer support P&R
either in their policy guidance

*2009 Guidance was already lukewarm towards P & R:

“Park & Ride is unlikely to affect town centre traffic levels,
and may simply add to the amount of traffic entering the
town”

* New 2016 Guidance removes reference toP & R as a
tool altogether from its Policy Document

Instead, emphasis is given to........



raffi emes: Speed limit

omoting
restrictions, Intelligent Behaviour Change
Traffi - School &
ra ent,
Wor avel
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vehic n Air Transport:Green
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What more do we need to do to
demonstrate that park and ride will
generate congestion and pollution and
isn’t the answer to the East’s issues?
Banes needs to think again



Pollution in the East of Bath
Some Legal Context — Annie Kilvington
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It’s all about the Dose

‘What is it that is not
a poison? All things
are poison and
nothing is without

poison. It is only
the dose that
makes a thing not
a poison.”

-Paracelsus, 1493 — 1541,
Founder of Modern Toxicology



!...So when 15%8

poison?

“...meeting EU standards should be the minimum
requirement. Regardless of EU rulings it is unacceptable
that UK citizens could have their health seriously impaired
over decades before this public health problem, is brought
under control”

-House of Commons Environmental Audit Committee, 6" Report
of Session 2014-2015



Don’t wait till 40

“There are significant health effects below our limit
values, and so not attaining our limit values should be
seen in a very negative light. They are not a magic
barrier we have to cross. They are our minimum
expectations to protect public health.”

-Dr Ian Mudway, Kings’ College London, in evidence to House of
Commons Environmental Audit Committee



A Recap — What is the NO2 Dose at Batheaston right now?

2009

Nitrogen Dioxide concentrations
mg/m3 at 240 London Road

A36 shut for 4 months — Toll
Bridge traffic down by 40%.
Traffic diverts via Sally in the

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015




et’s not hide behinc
Average

* Peak NO2 Reading of 44.2 for 2014
* Peak NO2 Reading of 43.2 for 2015



! A Dose like this

has Legal Consequences

* BANES has statutory duty to reverse
Batheaston’s current poor air quality, through
compliance with obligations re:

emissions monitoring, reporting and
action on Air Quality Plans; and

Planning and development



Z'w

missions Monitoring & Reporting
— A New Regime for 2016

* The Law has Changed. New 2016 AQMA Policy &
Technical Guidance have been issued to replace the
2009 Versions.

* New Regime puts Local Authorities at the heart of
delivery of targeted pollution reduction measures



P————

The Statutory obligation under the
Environment Act has not changed....

BANES must designate AQMA where
national air quality objectives are unlikely to
be, or are not being, met. -Sn 83 EA

And so:
* Failure to designate an area which is or is

likely to exceed the national (and EU) limit
values for NOz2 is a breach of statutory duty
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The AQMA Policy Guidance 2016 — What's
New?

» Councils not to waste resources attempting to narrow
down parameters of AQMA to detriment of identifying
measures & taking action.

* Where trans boundary pollution an issue, a broader
AQMA gives flexibility to respond to pollution issues.



I The AQMA Policy Guidance 2016 — What's

New?

* New Fast Track Process so Council’s can quickly
declare or extend AQMA where:

« o o . .
normal annual monitoring and local intelligence shows a
persistent exceedance (or risk of exceedance).”

* Councils with long AQMA history discouraged from
lengthy deliberations

* Annual Status Reports to replace 3 year reporting
cycles



Batheaston annual mean
concentration NO2
2014 - 38ug/m3

— and for 2015 when
adjusted for A36 closure

The 2016 Route to
an AQMA

for Batheaston

T




What does Batheaston’s poor air quality mean for
Planning & Development in the Area?

» UK is being sued by EC for ongoing breach of NO2 limit
values, and risks annual fines of £300 million

* Planning authorities must seek to prevent or reduce extent
of this breach ; they have a duty to seek to achieve
compliance with the Air Quality Directive

* DEFRA has written to all Local Authorities to remind them
of the power under the Localism Act 2011 to pass on fines to
Local Authorities responsible for breaches of EU
Legislation
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Where am | going with this?

Here!

* A planning authority cannot grant permission for a
development which would lead to a breach of the
EU limit values in the area of development -
because this would be taking a measure which
jeapordises the fulfilment of the UK’s obligations under
the Directive.

YOU CAN'T DO IT.



!mally, two cities recommended to abandon P&R

during their scrutiny process — we can do the same

WORCESTER IPSWICH

COVENTRY
POOLE
PRESTON
WEYMOUTH
CARDIFF
COLCHESTER

READING
TRURO




