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1. INTRODUCTION AND OBJECTIVES
This report has been prepared by the Bathampton Meadows Alliance. The Alliance is a
local community affiliation of individuals and representatives of other bodies and groups
including Parish Councils and pressure groups. It is a not for profit and non-political
group.
The aim of the Alliance is to protect Bathampton Meadows, which form an important
part of the green valley approaches to the world heritage city of Bath, including from the
current threat of development of three potential sites on Bathampton Meadows as Park
& Ride facilities. Reference to the Meadows in this report includes sites A, B and F as
described by the Council in their consultation documents.
500 members of the community demonstrated outside the Guildhall on the 12th of
November 2015 when B&NES council debated this issue, and more than 80 members of
the community spoke during that debate. Concern has been expressed about the
proposals ,not only in the east of Bath, but in the city too and beyond.
On the 1st of February this year, The Alliance was given the opportunity to shares its
views on B&NES proposals to build a Park and Ride on The Bathampton Meadows.
Present at that meeting were Councillors Tim Warren, Leader of The Council, Councillor
Liz Richardson and Louise Fradd, Place Strategic Director. Also present were Councillors
Martin Veal, Geoff Ward and Alison Millar.
It was inevitable that with such a large number of individuals and groups, a range of
views and deeply held concerns existed on such a controversial and emotive issue.
While recognizing and respecting these differing viewpoints, the presentation and
supporting evidence on the evening of the 1st of February, attempted to collate the
ideas emerging from the community. The goal was to balance those ideas in a pragmatic
and thoughtful way with the Council’s belief that Park & Ride does work and is needed to
tackle the city’s transport problems.
Today more than 12,000 people have signed a petition against this proposal.
On the 21st March 2016, members of the Bathampton Meadows Alliance accompanied
by The Right Honorable Jacob Rees Mogg, will present this petition to Downing Street.
The subject will be debated in The House of Commons.
This document encapsulates the evidence that was previously presented on the 1st
February and substantially references it to the underlying B&NES information on which
the transport strategy has been based. From that work, and different from the previous
report, this document concludes on the appropriateness of the whole process that
proposed the Bathampton Meadows as a potential site for a Park and Ride to the east of
Bath.
This report supports The Alliance presentation that will be made to the Scrutiny
committee on the 22nd March 2016.
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2

THE MEADOWS?.....YOU MUST BE JOKING!

“Planners … must not be allowed to … cover the irrecoverable with concrete. What
remains of the beauty and uniqueness of Bath, its ethos and its context, is simply not to
be trifled with, not to be compromised anymore.” Adam Fergusson, author of The Sack
of Bath, March 2016.
The Bathampton Meadows are one of Bath’s oldest and most loved unspoilt landscapes.
Historically, they stretch from the east of the village of Bathampton down towards the
edge of the city, and lie between the banks of the River Avon and the Kennet & Avon
canal. They are mentioned in Britain’s earliest public record, the Doomsday Book, and
we know that people have grazed their animals on them since Bronze Age times.
The name, Bathampton, was first confirmed in a Land Charter of 965 as Hammtun, the
Anglo-Saxon for the "farm on the meadow in the bend of the river". According to the
Doomsday Book, there were 28 acres of meadow, running all the way to Bathwick and
across to the parish of Walcot. The Romans kept their animals here, and from the 18th
century onwards, it was a water meadow. You can still see traces of this east of Mill
Lane, and you could see traces on New Leaf Farm, or Meadow Farm as it was called,
before in 1993 the Batheaston bypass cut off the meadows from their traditional
farmhouse across the bridge from Bathampton Lane and the western part of the
meadows was re-landscaped.
Until now, it’s been the meadows’ tendency to flood that has kept them safe from
development. Archaeological excavations when the bypass was built in the early 90s did
reveal a few Roman livestock enclosures and a short-lived Iron Age roundhouse. But it
seems our ancestors knew better than to build anything more permanent here. And the
land is still predominantly the grassland, pasture and meadow that it has been for
centuries, shared between the two parishes of Bathampton on one side of the valley and
Batheaston on the other, with Bathampton enjoying the lion’s share.
Bath’s Green Setting
The meadows are part of Bath’s green setting, one of the six reasons why Bath was
inscribed in 1987 as a World Heritage site. The city of Bath was planned to make the
most of its distinct topography and the relationship between its architecture and the
spectacular views across the Avon valley to the green, open slopes beyond. Bath’s green
setting is officially a wide area around Bath and includes nearly all the parishes of
Bathampton, Batheaston and Bathford, the villages that surround the valley in which
Bathampton Meadows lie.
The World Heritage Site Steering Group, whose responsibility it is to produce a
management plan for the site’s safekeeping, lists preserving the buffer zone around and
the setting of the World Heritage Site as one of its six priorities. Another is: “providing a
robust and comprehensive planning policy to ensure new development does not harm
the values for which the site was inscribed.”
In its November 2008 mission report, UNESCO said “Development which would harm the
qualities which justified the inscription of Bath as a World Heritage Site or which would
harm the setting of the World Heritage Site will not be permitted.”
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The proposed Site A for the eastern Park & Ride lies within the World Heritage Site. Sites
B and F do not. This is because when the city was inscribed as a World Heritage Site in
1987, UNESCO apparently thought that the City of Bath Conservation Area covered the
whole of the city, and so the whole city within the municipal boundary at the time was
designated a World Heritage Site. In fact, however, only about half of the city area is in
the conservation area and because, at the time, Batheaston and Bathampton were in the
district of Wansdyke, they were not included in the World Heritage Site. Site A, which
was in the City of Bath district, was included. Wansdyke and Bath were merged in 1996
to form B&NES.
The fact that Sites B and F lie outside the World Heritage site boundary, however, does
not detract from the fact that Bathampton Meadows are part of the natural landscape
setting of Bath, which is part of its designation as a place of outstanding universal value,
and as such they should be protected.
Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB)
Bathampton Meadows are in the Green Belt. Much of the surrounding area, which
overlooks them, is also in the Cotswold Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, famed for
its limestone buildings and rolling grasslands.
On the southern side of the valley is Bathampton Down, part of the AONB, and the Bath
Skyline Walk, which is owned and managed by the National Trust and is one of its most
popular walks in the whole of England.
On the opposite side of the valley is the ancient Iron Age hilltop fort of Solsbury Hill,
which is also owned by the National Trust. Both National Trust properties enjoy beautiful
views across the valley and the Meadows, and the National Trust has joined other
guardians of Bath’s heritage* in expressing its concern that any development on the
Meadows, on Site B or Site F or Site A, will affect those views, particularly from Solsbury
Hill.
All this historic landscape will be fatally compromised if a development on any of the
proposed sites A,B or F goes ahead.
(*The Bath Preservation Trust and the Council for the Protection of Rural England have
both come out against the scheme.)
The last word?
The last word should go to Adam Fergusson, whose polemic ‘The Sack of Bath’ saved
Bath once before, from the developers in 1973. Three years ago, on the 40th anniversary
of the Sack of Bath’s publication, Adam Fergusson returned to Bath with a new warning,
this time for the planners not to cover the irrecoverable with concrete. Adam Fergusson
says this warning applies to Bathampton Meadows: “Plan as you please, but don’t come
back to me to approve any development in the countryside until every brown-field acre
in this world-heritage site has been used up…. And, even after that ... the green belt
around Bath is not negotiable.”
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3 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The detailed presentations that will have been given at the Scrutiny Day on the 22nd
March 2016 are attached in full in the Appendix to this report. This section of the
document summarises the Alliance work in to two main themes, and also includes a
structured tabulation of supporting issues.
The Themes
•

The Transport Strategy and supporting documentation produced by Mott
Macdonald and specifically the CH2M Hill report, are selective in the disclosure of
the full implications of locating a park and ride to the East of Bath. To achieve
the goals for traffic and congestion reduction, you would need to close existing
city centre car parks, raise prices for those car parks and / or create congestion
charge zones. The existing administration inherited an incomplete strategy. We
may never get to the bottom of why either the then administration or the
Transport professionals did not release the CH2MHill in November 2014 when it
was available. We can only guess that it was not compatible with the transport
strategy at that time. In the business world it would be known as a poison pill,
and the current administration have been left with only half the story. As you
read this document you will conclude that Bath may well have its own
“Watermeadowgate”.

•

Even if the consulting documents to support the strategy were complete,
accurate and up to date they would not have taken in to account the emissions
impact of locating a P&R to the East of Bath. Had they done so, they would have
concluded that it would not have been legal to locate a P&R in The Bathampton
Meadow Basin.

In support of the main themes there are a set of more detailed points that collectively
show that the evidence and needs analysis to support the Transport strategy is
incomplete, inaccurate and does not reference between the documents. Until the
community can trust the summary of need, any solution will be flawed. Too much is at
stake.
3.1 The Transport Strategy and The CH2M Hill report
It appears that critical information was withheld from the Cabinet meeting of 12th
November 2014 (and subsequent Full Council meeting) where the current transport
strategy was adopted. This meeting was asked to endorse the ‘Getting around Bath
Transport Strategy’ dated November 2014, which had as its feeder, a Background
Document dated October 2014 provided by Mott MacDonald. At the same time, CM2Hill
issued their own modelling work to the Transport team, also dated November 2014.
Hill’s report only then became publicly available one year later, two days before the Full
Council meeting of 12th November 2015 at which 80 residents spoke against a Park and
Ride. There is no evidence that any councillor saw the document before this later date.
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The work that was separately undertaken by Hill and Mott McDonald was therefore
undertaken simultaneously on behalf of the same Council team, who then [appear to
have] selected only the Transport Strategy and Mott McDonald to be placed before the
Cabinet. Since then, however, it is the Hill report that is being used as the critical
evidence for a park and ride by the Council.
From an FOI request, we understand that, incredibly, there was no written brief for the
Hill report, nor any version control, nor any minutes or actions from meetings in which it
was discussed. Hill’s conclusions have never been endorsed by Cabinet and this begs the
question, if the Hill report and its conclusions were so stark and so fundamental to the
success of the EA why were neither councillors nor the public made aware of its
existence at the time the transport strategy was adopted?
Why would the Council commission two consultancies to work on the same topic then
withhold Hill from the Cabinet decision-taking process for such a critical decision? The
transport strategy is more optimistic about shifting people out of their cars, while Hill
looks again at increased demand coming from the Enterprise Area (EA). The Hill report
does not support the conclusions reached in the Transport Strategy. In fact, to have been
in a position to endorse Hill’s recommendations and make them work, the Cabinet
would also have had to agree a major behavior change programme away from city
centre parking to achieve a utilisation rate for Bath P&R at a 85% level – not supported
by current Bath P&R use or useage data on any P&R across the UK, which would create
huge divisions within this community (residents vs business).
How to actually deliver Hill and fill up existing and new park and rides by an extra 28%
per day has now been passed to the Conservative administration to wrestle with. And
even then, academic research tells us that only half of drivers who use a park and ride
would ever have driven into the city centre. There is even more work to do than Hill sets
out. When we relate this back to the issue of pollution and emissions, the Council are
therefore planning to make the congested situation in the AQMA still worse should they
press ahead with an Enterprise Area (EA) but without the hard measures to change
behaviour that are required.
3.2

The emissions impact of locating a P&R in the Meadows basin

In selecting portions of The Bathampton Meadow as a potential site for a Park and Ride,
B&NES will have committed themselves to a very difficult path through planning and at
the same time disenfranchise a large part of the Bath community.
The Meadows are an integral part of the city. Surrounded by the Cotswold ANOB,
overlooked by ancient monuments at Brown’s Folly and Little Solsbury Hill and
surrounded by hundreds of listed buildings, the meadows form part of the setting to the
UNESCO World Heritage City. The proposed sites are Green Belt land that was reaffirmed
as such with the highest priority by the Council only last year. All of these offer
protection to the site and mean, quite rightly that development is tightly restricted. This
has always been known.
Unlike any other park and ride site in Bath, the proposed site would be overlooked by
thousands.
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But a further legal obstacle is emerging. The levels of emissions in the surrounding area
of the meadows basin from road transport in the Batheaston area are growing and
have/are projected to exceed allowable limits, such that the AQMA must be extended
beyond its current limits.
B&NES have a duty in their decision making to achieve compliance with the EU Air
Quality Directive 2008. It therefore cannot grant permission for a Park and Ride which
would lead to a breach of the limit values in the area of development.
By locating a P&R in the Meadows, B&NES:
1

Would be taking, rather than refraining from taking a measure which
jeopardises the fulfilment of the UK’s obligations under the Directive.

2

Would be disregarding academic opinion when they clearly state:
a. P&Rs create more emissions as people do new journeys and divert to the
site
b. P&R has the effect of displacing congestion and emissions to the edge of
urban areas.
c. Traffic should be intercepted outside the urban fringe to avoid such
emissions

DEFRA’s 2016 LAQM policy guidance no longer supports P&R’s as a component part of
an integrated transport strategy. In 2009 there was cautious support as part of a toolkit
of measures, albeit with caveats. In 2016, the park and ride section has been deleted and
replaced with recommendations around limiting access to the most polluting vehicles
(including cars) and behaviour change programmes, such as travel plans.
The current (2014) Nitrogen Dioxide readings at Batheaston and the rising traffic
numbers to the east of Bath are such that the Council must carry out a detailed
assessment under Part IV of the EA Act 1995. To ignore this is to ignore the health of
residents – Nitrogen Dioxide causes real and lasting health issues.
The city of Bath, like most cities has a problem with air quality. Specifically B&NES has
four Air Quality Management Areas (AQMAs), of which one extends east along the
London Road to within 500 meters of the proposed P&R at Bathampton Meadows.
It does not yet cover the Batheaston Area. But traffic and emissions are spreading east.
The monitoring station at 240 London Road, east of A46/A4, showed an increase of 15%
(2010 – 2014) and is now very close to the maxiumum allowed annual mean standard of
40 μg/m3. In both 2014 and 2015 (provisional) readings, the 40 μg/m3 limit was
exceeded in two out of three winter months and stripping out the effect of the A36
being shut for 4 months, base average readings across the remaining 8 months were the
same (34 μg/m3). Pollution is not improving in this location.
An Air Quality Sensitivity Assessment, conducted by Dr Nick Davey of Entran has
predicted that access to and from the park and ride would also result in exceedance of
the air quality standard and therefore the need for the London Road AQMA to be
extended beyond the A46 into Batheaston.
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We musn’t forget that pollution, especially Nitrogen Dioxide which is high here, leads to
chronic health issues, especially in the young and elderly. This is not about a number - it
is about peoples’ lives.
3.3

Supporting Issues

3.3.1 There are today 2777 P&R spaces in Bath and at the busiest time on an average
day they are 57% full (1583 spaces occupied). The effect of the Hill report on the
Transport Strategy means that B&NES plan to add 2200 additional spaces (total 4977)
and that at the busiest time on an average day, two and a half times as many people will
be using P&R as do so today.
3.3.2 There is sufficient spare parking capacity already in P&R and in Bath’s city centre
car parks (CCCP) to meet future demand without building more. At times of maximum
capacity figures from B&NES own car park management system show there to be 1546
spare places in P&R and City Centre car parks. If B&NES provide another 1600 P&R
spaces to the east of Bath it will result in up to 3274 surplus places. Where drivers have a
choice to park at their destination 90% of them will do so
3.3.3 A calculation based on parking supply and parking demand shows a similar level
of excess capacity. The background document to the Transport Strategy forecast a future
need for 5700 car park spaces but there will soon be 6857. Even when this number is
adjusted for spaces earmarked for closure and so that only a maximum of 90% capacity
is used there are 260 spaces more than the forecast demand. The number of city centre
parking spaces has increased not decreased.
3.3.4 This report will demonstrate that the decision to expand P&R was flawed. It was
based on incorrect assumptions that P&R could be massively expanded and that take-up
would automatically follow without any further intervention
3.3.5 The assumption that 2200 extra spaces are needed has not come from the
council’s forecast of future parking need. It has been driven by the Hill report that was
commissioned to look at the impact of the planned Enterprise Area on the city’s road
network. The only tool in the Transport Strategy capable of abstracting such numbers
was P&R, but the use of P&R would need to be massively ratcheted up if it was going to
work. Therefore consultants, who had been given no written brief simply fed numbers
into the S-Paramics traffic model until the desired outcome was achieved that meant the
EA could be developed.
3.3.6 The Hill report not only drives the need for 1600 P&R spaces to the east, but also
an additional 300 spaces at Odd Down and 300 Spaces at Lansdown. But it does not stop
there. The Hill report also requires that the average usage at existing P&R sites be
increased to around 85% rather than the 57%.
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3.3.7 Hill saw that only by creating massive modal shift could the road network cope.
They considered all the measures in the Transport Strategy and saw that walking, cycling
and rail were all limited in what they could achieve – the latter because it was not
controlled by the council. P&R was the only measure that could be accelerated further,
and so their approach was to increase this measure to a point where the network could
cope with the planned Enterprise Area. They did this without any regard as to whether
these inputs were achievable. So when Hill added 2220 spaces to P&R it did not suggest
how people who prefer to drive into the city could be encouraged to use them.
3.3.8 To increase P&R on this scale cannot work and creates the very real risk that a
new P&R to the east of Bath would be a costly white elephant, unless additional hard
measures are taken that would effect everyone living and working in Bath now, not just
those attracted by the EA. These measures would need to include such things as
expanding residential parking zones, removing vast numbers of car park space from the
centre and/or much higher charges, a work-place parking levy or congestion charging.
3.3.9 Only predictable events cause P&R to reach capacity. The council should
therefore employ demand management to predict these events and provide temporary
overspill sites at suitable sites such as Bath Racecourse.
3.3.10 B&NES has already approved £4.7m spending in this financial year to build a new
P&R in the east of the city, and has flagged that it may need to borrow a further £5m to
fund the project. This is at a time when the council has to cut £40 million from its
budget.
3.3.11 The Scrutiny review now offers a real opportunity to examine the evidence for
such spending, consider best practice and begin to find sustainable solutions. In both
Worcester and Ipswich Scrutiny committees have examined their council’s P&R policy
and have decided that it is not a value for money solution for tackling congestion and
emissions.
Congestion and air quality
3.3.12 When considering congestion and air quality, B&NES has overestimated the
positive effect of a P&R at Bathampton Meadow. They have not considered at all the
negative impact it would have on air quality in the east of Bath.
3.3.13 B&NES have not factored in the unintended consequences of P&R cited by
academics that means around 48% of the space is used by drivers who would not
otherwise have travelled into the city by car.
3.3.14 B&NES have not considered suppressed demand. 1000 vehicles a day pay 70p to
use the Toll Bridge and then head up Bathampton Lane towards the city. Many would
switch back to London Road if it were less congested especially now that SatNav guides
drivers to the least congested routes.
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3.3.15 B&NES have disregarded academic opinion that P&R creates more Vehicle
Killometres Traveled (VKT) as people divert to the site. Nor that P&R has the effect of
displacing congestion and emissions to the edge of urban areas. Academics recommend
that where P&R is used as a policy measure traffic should be intercepted outside the
urban fringe to avoid this, not near to the city edge as is the case with Bathampton
Meadows.
3.3.16 Bathampton is on the edge of an Air Quality Management Area, with emissions
just below the EU limits and on a rising trajectory. A P&R here would attract more traffic
such that emission limits at Bathampton would be exceeded. It is not lawful to do this
and so a P&R at Bathampton could not legally be given planning consent.
3.3.17 The Bathampton Alliance believes the proposal for a P&R on Bathampton
Meadows has been brought forward in the absence of any evidence of need, or any
understanding of who travels where and for what purpose. There no clear
understandable evidence on which Councillors can make reasonable decisions. The
Alliance strongly recommends that this be urgently addressed so that realistic plans can
be brought forward, capable of delivering true modal shift and protecting our citizens
from the harmful effects of congestion and emissions.
3.4 Next Steps
Tim Warren was very brave to agree to work with The Alliance at the beginning of
February. He didn’t need to do it. We now need him to go the whole way and:
3.4.1 Get to the bottom of why the Hill Report was withheld
3.4.2 Address the real issues for congestion and emissions in Bath, and
3.4.3 Re issue a new plan based on the complete story.
Until this happens, The Alliance have a right to say that there is not sufficient evidence to
build another Park & Ride, least of all on The Meadows.
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4 HOW ACADEMIC STUDY RELATES TO THE SITUATION IN BATH
Bath’s Park & Ride facilities are described by academics as ‘urban fringe’ Park & Ride.
Such schemes are promoted as a measure to reduce the number of cars entering a city.
It is thought that this, in turn, has the potential to lower congestion levels and improve
urban accessibility. It is also hoped that Park & Ride schemes lead to a reduction in
vehicle kilometers travelled (VKT), pollution and parking pressure in city centres.
Many academics such as Professor Graham Parkhurst have questioned the effectiveness
of Park & Ride to meet these policy aims. They have serious concerns that success can be
overstated and that it is limited to economic success, rather than the environmental
aims the policy makers seek to tackle. Another concern is that unintended consequences
can occur, particularly with badly designed schemes.
Rather than focus on single studies, by academics whose methodology has been
questioned by B&NES it is instructive to look at one of the most recent and
comprehensive studies of Park & Ride to date. Zijlstra, Vanouttrive and Verhetsel (2015)
used meta-analysis to group common themes emerging from 40 earlier studies and to
study a total of 180 Park & Ride sites mainly in Europe.
Zijlstra et al examined the effectiveness of Park & Ride in contributing to three key policy
goals;
1
2
3

reducing the number of cars entering the city,
promoting public transport use, and
reducing Vehicle Kilometers Travelled (VKT) and related emissions.

These goals seem consistent with the first four objectives set out by B&NES in their
consultation document. B&NES also included objectives to support the business
economy and enable business and housing growth in the city to:
a. reduce congestion within the city and around our off-street car parking
sites
b. improve the city’s environment
c. reduce car use into the city centre and improve the proportion of
journeys made by public transport (as 1 above)
d. reduce carbon emissions from transport
e. support the city’s economic development and Enterprise Area
f. improve connectivity to support business and growth of the wider region
Zijlstra et al considered who used Park & Ride identified ‘target group users’ i.e. those
who without the Park & Ride would use the car for the entire journey.
The study found a clear difference between the ‘target group users’ who were intended
to use a fringe type facility and the actual users.
They found that fewer than one out of every two P&R users is a target group user who
would have otherwise driven into the city.
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Based upon B&NES’ objectives of reducing congestion and emissions, as well as their
stated target user in response to a Cabinet question, it would seem that Bath’s ideal
‘target group user’ would be commuters who drive into the city during the morning and
evening rush hour creating congestion, including the standing traffic on London Road
which in turn results in the highest levels of emissions in Bath.
It will be shown in this report that Bath’s Park & Ride sites are not attracting commuters
and they therefore have less effect on congestion and emissions than might be
expected.
Zijlstra et al (2015) highlighted the many unintended effects associated with Park & Ride
schemes by academics. Some are particularly relevant to this proposal. City fringe type
facilities lead to an increase in Vehicle Km Travelled. The results range from about 1 to 4
additional kilometres per P+R user.
P&R veterans; Where a new facility is provided academics find that up to a third of the
users of that facility have switched from other P&R sites.
Alliance comment: There is a great deal of spare capacity in Bath’s current P&R
sites. If these were to lose a third of current users it would likely affect the
viability of P&R buses operating these routes.
Suppressed demand; where schemes successfully remove traffic from the network this is
quickly taken up by new or former car drivers who would have previously avoided this
route.
Alliance comment: This is a particular risk. At present many drivers avoid The
London road and choose to pay 70p to cross the toll bridge for their journey to
the city. The council would need to evaluate this risk.
P&R facilities are land hungry, those located at the urban fringe have a possible negative
impact on the countryside as the boundary between urban and rural land becomes
blurred.
Alliance comment: This is clearly the case in Bath. B&NES has proposed
developing a highly valued Green Belt asset to enable a Park & Ride to the east.
A new P&R also attracts users who would have parked their cars near the new facility in
an adjacent street.
Alliance comment: A significant number of commuters park in and around
Batheaston and cycle into the city. It’s logical that these people would transfer to
a P&R, if provided.
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Other concerns that must be considered by B&NES are;
•
•

•
•

New journeys; not all P&R users did or would travel all the way in their car
without the P&R.
Abstraction; some travellers who used to walk, cycle or use public transport for
part or some of their journey switch to a combination of car and P&R creating
more VKT, instead of less.
New opportunities; lower transport costs of P&R generate new trips.
Detouring; many users make a detour to the P&R creating more VKT rather than
less.

The effectiveness of most P&R facilities is assessed by counting cars on the facility,
including cars parked by people who do not use the bus to ride into the city. P&R
facilities are land hungry, those located at the urban fringe have a possible negative
impact on the countryside as the boundary between urban and rural land becomes
blurred.
These factors affect the overall effectiveness of schemes to meet the key policy goals of
reducing the number of cars entering the city, promoting public transport use and
reducing Vehicle Kilometers Travelled (VKT) and related emissions.
Overall, Zijlstra et al conclude that;
Fringe type facilities do contribute to a reduction of the number of cars entering the city.
On average there is a reduction of between 37 and 50 cars for every 100 Park & Ride
parking spaces provided, but an increase in VKT of 1 to 4 additional kilometres per P+R
user is to be expected, and the kilometres travelled by public transport might drop.
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5

USE OF CAR PARKS IN BATH

We have heard from the council that P&R is a true success story and that car parks are
80 or 90% full. Following extensive data analysis it has been shown that use of the Baths
P&R sites is much lower than the council has assumed. This section will demonstrate
that this and other assumptions made by the council are incorrect.
The council seems to have made the following assumptions:
5.1 There is no source of data to understand Park and Ride usage over the long term
5.2 Bath Park and Rides must be full all the time as congestion is still high
5.3 We need 1600 car park spaces now
5.4 If we build a park and ride to the east it will be filled
5.5 We cannot plan for increased P&R usage
5.1 There is no source of data to understand Park and Ride usage over the long term
Bath Hack data shows BANES Historic Car Park occupancy levels across all main car parks
in Bath. This data has been collected by sensors on the entry and exit barriers for Bath’s
main car parks. Data is collected every 5 minutes and recorded and this provides the
occupancy level of the car parks. The data also provides the status of the car parks,
whether they are filling or emptying. Currently the historic data goes back to October
2014 and is updated daily.
Although the council have this data they have not used it. Instead they have relied upon
very short user surveys, taken during the busiest times of the year. This gives only a snap
shot in time of what is really happening at P&R, yet it is this kind of data that has been
used to formulate council opinion and policy.
Andrew Lea from the Alliance has taken the council’s data and produced usage trend for
more than a year to show what it actually occurring by time of day and by month of the
year. On the 1st February 2015 a data set showing an entire year period was given to the
council.
Andrew Lea has 30 years experience in data analysis and insight. The raw data contains
some errors which need to be corrected, but Andrew’s rigorous approach to the task
ensures that his conclusions are sound and can be relied upon by the council to be far
more accurate than any study they themselves have conducted previously.
The words of the council’s research manager John Poole should give further comfort
about the appropriateness of using this data once any errors have been removed.
“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. I would say, though, that they’re
quite easy to spot in the data”
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Andrew Lea’s methodology is set out below;
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8

A large data set has been used covering a period of more than a year
Any duplications in the data have been removed where the timestamp are
the same
Any capacity measures over 110% removed.
Any capacity measures 101%-110% rounded to 100%
Wide variations in readings are removed
Newbridge P&R underwent upgrading during the analysis period. Any
anomalies in the data have been removed
All recordings below 50 have been removed to avoid any skewing of the
results to the low side.
Focus on 7am to 7pm each day

Data period
March 1st 2015 to February 29th 2016 unless otherwise stated
Terminology
Average Capacity Level – the average capacity level achieved over a given period
Maximum Average Capacity Level – the maximum capacity reached each day
averaged over a given period
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5.2 Bath Park and Rides must be full all the time as congestion is still high
Looking at the trend across an entire year from March 1st 2015 to February 29th 2016 it
can be seen that P&R car parks have a lot of spare capacity. See point 5 of this section
for more details by month.
The daily trends shows that P&R sites are not full. The trend shows that car parks reach
maximum capacity in the middle of the day. Taking an average across the year, and
looking at the mid-day peak it can be seen that Newbridge is at 63% average capacity,
Lansdown is at 56% average capacity and at Odd Down the average capacity is 51%.
100%

Average % capacity used by hour in Park & Rides 1/3/15-29/2/16
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68%
60%

60%
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Hour of day

There is excessive spare capacity at the current P&R across the day of between 1,143
and 2,475 spaces. Based on current usage levels:
•
•

A park and ride of 1,600 spaces will have an average capacity usage level of 665
spaces (41%) with 935 unused spaces
Specifically with regards to the rush hour period (7am-9am) an East Park and Ride
will only take 384 cars (at 24% capacity) off the London road during these two
main congested hours.
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5.3

We need 1600 car park spaces now

In terms of absolute numbers the average capacity for all P&R sites at the busiest time of
day is 1546. Bath has 2777 P&R spaces.
Usage within Bath Park & Rides by hour of day 1/3/15-29/2/16
2500
P&R usage
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0
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Hour of day

This means that at the busiest time of day there are 1231 free spaces as shown on the
next graph. There is no urgent need for extra P&R right now, there is time to stop and
really think about how many parking spaces are required for the future.

Looking at both P&R and city centre car parks it can be seen that they show a very
similar trend. Commuters are not using city centre car parks either.
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At 9am only 25% of the space is used in the city centre. Commuters appear to be using
public transport or finding other places to park. We don’t know the volumes involved but
suggest that driving commuters are parking in free street spaces not covered by
controlled parking zones and walking/cycling/maybe even taking the bus in. Or they
might be in car parks provided by employers, although there will be few of these.
City centre car parks are however used to a greater capacity than P&R reaching 75%
capacity in the middle of the day. We suppose these to be day trippers and shoppers.
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5.4

If we build a park and ride to the east it will be filled

From the trends we can conclude that Park & Ride usage is at its lowest when congestion
is at it’s highest. Commuters are not using P&R in any great numbers nor are they using
city centre car parks. The graph below shows that only Southgate rail is full all day long,
this is the only car park that is used by commuters. It is therefore the case that all of
Bath’s car parks mainly serve the needs of shoppers, visitors and those coming to use
services in town.

The data is also showing us that if a large P&R site is built it will not be well used and
certainly won’t be used by commuters. Based on these figures, a park and ride of 1,600
spaces will have an average capacity usage level of 665 spaces (41%) with 935 unused
spaces. But even this is very optimistic given that so much capacity already exists and
according to academics about 30% of that use would be people switching from other
P&R sites. And in addition, research from 180 park and rides showed that fewer than half
of those using a park and ride would ever have made a journey into town by car.
Odd Down has been used by the Hill report as a proxy for an east of Bath P&R, its
average capacity at the busiest time of day is 51% representing 816 cars. At 9am it would
only be 23% full on this basis, meaning that only 368 vehicles would be taken off the
road in the morning rush hour.
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5.5

We cannot plan for increased P&R usage

The trend graphs below show that parking behaviour has not changed. The pattern stays
the same whenever surveys are carried out. The graph below shows a survey of P&R use
carried out in 2011 and used in the Transport Strategy, against the yearly trend of P&R
use demonstrated by this study. This shows that trends have not changed for the past 5
years

A survey was carried out by CH2MHill for the Hill report, this showed the same bell curve
and very similar levels of occupancy throughout the day. It will be shown in section 6
that Hill used this same level of occupancy to calculate excess capacity in existing P&R
sites.
There are however significant seasonal peaks that the council must recognise and seek
to address.
December is the busiest month on account of the Christmas Market, but even then there
is still spare capacity.
The real problem occurs when there are predictable events such as the Bath half
marathon or university open day. This is particularly the case where events combine
such as on the 5th December last year when the Christmas market combined with a Bath
rugby match. On this day all P&R sites reached capacity.
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P&R 100% capacity

5-Dec-15 Saturday
4-Dec-15 Friday
7-Dec-15 Monday
28-Nov-15 Saturday
1-Dec-15 Tuesday
2-Dec-15 Wednesday
26-Nov-15 Thursday
9-Dec-15 Wednesday
8-Dec-15 Tuesday
30-Nov-15 Monday
27-Nov-15 Friday
3-Dec-15 Thursday
12-Dec-15 Saturday
11-Dec-15 Friday
10-Dec-15 Thursday
21-Nov-15 Saturday
25-Nov-15 Wednesday
28-Oct-15 Wednesday
24-Nov-15 Tuesday

Lansdown Newbridge Odd Down
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P+R
P+R
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100
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P&R Max
Capacity

Event
100% Xmas Market
97% Xmas Market
97% Xmas Market
97% Xmas Market
96% Xmas Market
96% Xmas Market
95% Xmas Market
94% Xmas Market
94% Xmas Market
94% Xmas Market
94% Xmas Market
93% Xmas Market
92% Xmas Market
92% Xmas Market
91% Xmas Market
87% Bath Rug by
85% Xmas Market
85% H/T Autumn
81% Xmas Market

1

Between 1st March 2015 and 29th February 2016, capacity levels reached 100% on 21
days at one or more Park and Rides at some point in that day. There were 19 days when
average Park and Ride capacity exceeded 80%. Of these 19 days, 17 where as a result of
the Xmas Market.
Ideas for dealing with seasonal demand are set out later in this report in section 12.
The conclusions from this study are
a. Usable data is available to understand P&R usage
b. Park & Ride usage is at its lowest when congestion is at its highest
c. When compared to previous years P&R trend usage through the day has
not varied significantly
d. A park and ride of 1,600 spaces will have an average capacity usage level
of 665 spaces (41%) with 935 unused spaces
e. Between 7am-9am an East Park and Ride will only take 384 cars (24%) off
the London road during these two main congested hours.
f. Capacity levels are breached due to actual and predictable events.
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6. HOW MANY PARKING SPACES DOES BATH NEED?
The council has said that there needs to be a P&R to the east of Bath of between 1400
and 1600 spaces depending on which source is being quoted. But how the council
arrived at this conclusion is not explained in the Transport Strategy adopted in October
2014 or in the Background document supporting the Transport Strategy published
alongside this in the same month
6.1

The explanation is instead given in the Hill report.

This document not only drives the need for 1600 P&R spaces to the east, but also an
additional 300 spaces at Odd Down and 300 Spaces at Lansdown. But it does not stop
there. The Hill report also requires that the average usage at existing P&R sites be
increased to around 85% rather than the 57%. Today there are 2777 P&R spaces but this
proposal would more than double that figure.
A comprehensive breakdown of the Hill report is given in section 10, but essentially Hill
believes that these extra spaces are all necessary in order to cope with the development
of the Enterprise Area and the associated impact on the transport network created by an
additional 7000 homes and 9000 jobs in the peak travel periods.
But this begs the question, if the Hill report and its conclusions were so stark and so
fundamental to the success of the EA why were neither Councillors nor the public made
aware of its existence at the time the transport strategy was adopted?
The Hill report is dated 14th November 2014, the same month as the Transport Strategy
and the background document – it must have been in development at that time. But it
was not made public until a year later when it was attached to the Council Report of the
12th November 2015 when the principle of a P&R site to the east was to be debated and
approved.
There is no evidence that any Councillor saw the document before this date.
When the Alliance asked about the process by which Hill was commissioned and
developed in an FOI we were told that no written brief was issued, no version control
exist and no minutes of any review exist. The report had not been taken to full council or
cabinet and it had never been approved or adopted.
6.2

Were Hill’s assumptions reasonable?

There is no problem with the accuracy of the calculation made by Hill only with some of
the ‘assumptions’ that fed into that calculation (p17). Specifically; that there would be
2200 new P&R spaces and that1600 of these would be to the east.
Although not listed as an assumption, the methodology makes it clear that Hill also
assumed that a proportion of spare capacity in existing P&R (between 65-70%) could
also be used.
It is not clear where such assumptions come from or who agreed this methodology, the
only reference appears in table 4.1 of the report where 1600 spaces are added for the
east, this number is sourced ‘as advised’. (p.18)
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In order to provide a buffer, Hill then assumes that only a proportion of that spare
capacity should be used. In the case of Odd Down 569 additional cars would off the road
by 10am, or 70% of the potential above required additional fill. (Source table 4.1)
In making such assumptions Hill was suggesting that more than twice as many drivers
would use P&R in the future than do so today. Crucially the number of commuters using
P&R would also need to double in order for the road network to cope during peak hours.
But when Hill assumed that the number of P&R spaces would double it did not explain
how the council could make commuters use them when only 25% use P&R today.
Neither did Hill explain why 1600 of the 2220 new spaces should be sited in the east,
when there was scant evidence about where demand came from, and what evidence did
exist suggested that it was mainly from the west.
The first issue becomes even more challenging when it is considered how many parking
spaces exist today and how many are actually required to meet parking need in the
future.
The background document to the Transport Strategy has a calculation that shows a total
future parking demand (including the EA) of 5700 spaces.
Today there are 2777 spaces in P&R and 3730 city centre spaces with another 350
coming soon at the RUH giving a total of 6857 spaces. Even if 860 of these were lost in
building the Enterprise Area this would still result in 5997 spaces. In other word there
are already more parking spaces than the council has forecast to meet future demand.
Hill did not factor this into its calculation, nor did it consider academic study that
suggests that where drivers can park at their destination 90% of them will do so despite
congestion (Kaufman and Guidez 1998). This was not their job.
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Hill was simply engaged in a theoretical exercise to take vehicles off the road network in
the peak hours of the day. They saw that the road network in Bath was already
congested and that the EA generated up to 2772 additional traffic movements in the
morning peak and up to 6358 additional movements in the afternoon peak. Unless a
significant number of these could be abstracted from the network it could not cope.
The only tool in the Transport Strategy capable of abstracting such numbers was P&R,
but the use of P&R would need to be massively ratcheted up if it was going to work.
Therefore consultants, who had been given no written brief simply fed numbers into the
S-Paramics traffic model until the desired outcome was achieved that meant the EA
could be developed.
This then leaves the council with a major problem, and one that in all probability has not
been shared with Councillors. In order to make people use P&R you will have to take
some rather unpalatable measures not yet discussed with the people of Bath.
To increase P&R on this scale cannot work and creates the very real risk that a new P&R
to the east of Bath would be a costly white elephant, unless additional hard measures
are taken that would effect everyone living and working in Bath now, not just those
attracted by the EA.
When talking to the people of Bath the council needs to explain that what Hill was
actually saying was that the road network was already at capacity. Therefore either;
•
•

Non of the new residents or workers could use private cars to travel into or
around the city, or
Those people who currently use private cars to travel into or around the city
switch to walking, cycling, rail or P&R

Measures that could be taken to make the P&R policy work include closing many more
city centre spaces than has previously been stated and extending residential parking
zones to stop people parking on the city streets.
Other measures such as a congestion charge or work place levy could be used but are
not part of the Getting Around Bath Transport Policy adopted less than18 months ago.
6.3

What is the situation with parking today?

Of course there is a difference between the number of parking spaces needed to meet
future demand and the number of cars that must be taken off the network to ensure
that traffic does not grind to a halt if the EA is built. But, it is also clear that the council
cannot just take a ‘build it and they will come’ approach to modal shift. 75% of P&R
users are shopper and day-trippers. Commuters use other transport modes or choose to
drive into the city rather than using P&R. They will continue to do so where that choice
remains.
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As stated above there is already more parking space available in Bath today than the
Transport Strategy forecast as being required to meet future need. The number of city
centre car parks (CCCP) has risen not fallen, the reverse of what was suggested in the
Transport Strategy. At times of maximum capacity figures from B&NES own car park
management system show there to be 1674 spare places in P&R and CCCP.
The background document to the Transport Strategy suggests that car parks should not
be run at more than 90% capacity. If we apply this to the figure it can be seen that there
are currently around 1507 spare places in P&R and CCCP in Bath. This is more than the
council proposed to develop in an east of Bath P&R last year
If B&NES provide another 1600 P&R spaces to the east of Bath, without removing CCCP it
will result in up to 3274 surplus places, or 2977 if we assume a 90% use.
The Maximum capacity levels for P&R and for the 5 city centre car parks that utilise a
traffic management system are set out below. The figures are based upon B&NES own
usage data which is available through the Bath Hack website.
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The figures above cover an entire year from 1/2/15 to 31/1/16 and therefore included busy
periods such as the Christmas Market and the busiest days of the year such as the Bath Half
marathon and university open days.
Around 620 of these free spaces are in the 5 city centre car parks listed above. To this must
be added 350 additional spaces due to open soon at the RUH and any free capacity in car
parks that are not part of this list (Manvers Street, Cattle Market, Sports Centre and Cricket
Club) which together have a capacity of 485 spaces. This report has not considered any
available on street parking.
6.4

B&NES understanding of parking supply and demand.

There is no single document published by B&NES that contains all of the parking and traffic
information for the city. It has therefore been necessary to review the Getting Around Bath
Transport Strategy and the supporting document to the Getting Around Bath Transport
Strategy, both published in October 2014 as well as the Hill report published in November
2014 to work out how the council reached their conclusions.
Unfortunately the parking numbers, the usage numbers and the parking demand numbers
differ across these three documents and sometimes within the same document. A further
difficulty is that actual numbers are not always given and numbers are used in an
inconsistent way so that it is not possible to compare like with like. This leads to confusion
about how many car parking spaces there are in Bath and how many are required to meet
future demand.
The transport strategy does not give a figure for the number of car park spaces in the city or
for the total parking demand, but states that 2182 additional spaces will be needed to meet
future demand. It gives usage information based on a survey conducted in November 2011
in this rather confusing statement that calculates the number of free spaces on a weekday
based on the capacity figures for a Saturday.
From the November 2011 parking surveys, the maximum occupancy was higher on Saturday
than on weekdays, with a total of 3,998 spaces occupied (in the centre and at Park & Ride)
representing 87% of the available capacity. By comparison, the maximum weekday
occupancy was 3,482 spaces. If it is considered that the figure for Saturday represents the
effective capacity of the car parks, there is spare capacity of 516 spaces on a weekday (when
car parks operate at over 85% of capacity, congestion starts to occur due to vehicles
searching for a space).
The methodology for this survey is not explained and it is not clear if it covered Council car
parks only, or non-council car parks.
The background document to the Transport Strategy has more detail including a list of
Council and non-council car parks. The parking numbers are discussed in detail at page 34,
but without total figures which have been added below in brackets to ease of
comprehension:
•
•
•

There are 2098 council-run CCCP and 1748 P&R (total 4076)
If non-council spaces are included this is 3674 + 1748 (total 5422)
The expansion at Newbridge P&R will take numbers to 5480
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The document states that 860 spaces are likely to be lost with the closure of; Avon Street,
Manvers Street, Cattle Market and Saw Close. From this it calculates a future capacity of
4620. It then asserts that occupancy levels should be kept to 90% which reduces this number
to 4160
However, the car park list on pages 32 and 33 shows the total number of spaces in these 4
car parks to be 724 not 860.
At page 37 the background document quotes a future parking demand of ‘about’ 5700
spaces. This is shown as a calculation at page 39 where the actual number is 5720.
From these numbers it calculates that there are 1080 too few spaces (5700 – 4620). The
correct number would have been 964 (5720- 4756).
When 90% occupancy is applied the background document then calculates that 1540 new
spaces are required. This figure is then rounded up to produce the original rational that an
additional 1600 car park spaces are required.
But with these numbers corrected it can be seen that only 1440 new spaces would result,
160 less than stated in the background document.
6.5

Actual parking numbers

Today there are in fact 2777 Park & Ride spaces1 and 3730 City Centre parking spaces2
making a total of 6507. The RUH will open 350 more parking spaces in the coming months
giving a total of 6857.
The only car park to have closed is Saw Close with a loss of 11 spaces. Based on the numbers
in the background document a further 713 are to be removed. However the Transport
Strategy suggests that at least 500 spaces will be retained within the Enterprise Area,
Action GABA17: Undertake a further analysis of parking requirements to ensure that
the proposal to retain 500 public parking spaces within the Enterprise Area is
sufficient to maintain the vitality of the City Centre economy and to encourage modal
shift.
This suggests a total loss of 213 resulting in 6644 spaces or 924 more than the need forecast
by the background document to the Transport Strategy. If 90% occupancy is applied this
results in 5980 spaces or 260 spaces more than the forecast need.
If a further 2200 new spaces were provided at P&R as suggested by the Hill report this would
result in 8844 spaces, or 3124 more than the forecast need.
When 90% occupancy is applied this results in 2240 more spaces than are required.

1

Bath Hacked
Visit Bath
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Existing
spaces

future
demand

Assumed changes

Transport
strategy

Not stated

2182

(600)

Not stated

Shortfall/s
urplus at
90%
N/A

Background
document

5480

5720

(850)

(1100)

(1648)

Actual
parking
numbers
Hill report
with actual
numbers
applied

6857

924

260

3124

2240

6857

(213)
5720

2200

Shortfall/
surplus

*Council plus non-council
** additional spaces required but no base number given
But it must be remembered that Hill goes further than this and add any spare capacity it can
find in existing P&R too taking assuming the capacity there can be pushed up to around 85%
so even this is not the whole story.
These numbers have not been calculated to argue that Bath does not need more P&R
spaces. But to illustrate that it is not the need for parking space alone that has driven the
council policy. The real driver as discussed above is to abstract vehicles from the road
network so the EA can be built without the city grinding to a halt.
The point is also that unless additional measures are taken it is likely that any new P&R will
remain unused.
6.5

Would an east of Bath P&R be used?

The most important consideration for the council in planning to spend 9.7m on a P&R to the
east of the city is whether of not it would be used. There are many examples from around
the country where such investment has been made only for P&R sites to close due to lack of
demand or because changing circumstances mean that the subsidy to run them could not be
afforded. There is a detailed discussion of this at section 11
The transports strategy asserts that having another P&R to the east would ‘complete the
picture allowing people to choose not to drive into the centre’ (p25). But the user origin
maps for at pages 45 and 46 of the background document shows no demand from the east
to Newbridge or Odd Down (there is no user origin map for Lansdown).
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Clayton et al (2014) writing in the Journal of Transport Geography made similar observations
when they surveyed users of P&R and CCCP in Bath. They produced the map below and
explained that most users came from densely populated urban areas to the West.
P&R users are more densely clustered in areas to the west and south of Bath, with
high densities of users travelling from urban areas located on the trunk roads into the
city which are served by the three P&R sites (e.g. Keynsham, Midsomer-Norton), and
in some cases are also well served by intra-regional public transport. There is some
evidence of clusters in areas which are not located directly on trunk roads, but which
are still reasonably well connected to the P&R sites (e.g. Trowbridge). The northern
P&R site (Lansdown) is not located on a primary route, and it is apparent that users of
this site are dispersed at lower densities across a wide area, as opposed to the
clustered pattern evident for travellers using primary roads to access the western
(Newbridge) and southern (Odd Down) sites. (Clayton et al 2014).

They also showed that for CCCP the highest densities of users started their journey within
close proximity of Bath with a significant number coming from within the boundary of the
city. The study found no dense clusters of users coming from outlying towns or villages, as
had been the case for P&R.
Clayton et al highlighted a geographical segment identified on their maps as the ‘Eastern
Sector’. This covers the area being considered by the council for a new east P&R and extends
beyond Corsham and Melksham. Clayton et al observed virtually no demand for P&R from
this sector nor did they observe a high demand for CCCP from this area, around 10% of CCCP
users had an origin in this sector.
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Maps 1 and 2 further illustrate an area identified through the analysis of traveller origins and
referred to as the ‘Eastern Sector’. Virtually zero demand for P&R use is expressed from this
area, as there is a lower level of accessibility to all three P&R sites than from other spatial
orientations, and relative accessibility is likely to be a key factor in whether P&R is chosen for
most motorists. Notably, the absence of P&R use from the Eastern Sector is not, by
inspection, obviously mirrored by a higher density of demand for CCCP use, this reflecting the
principally rural nature of the sec- tor, its relatively sparse population, and modest overall
contribution for demand for travel to Bath: just over a tenth of CP-A users had origins in this
area.

At present there are 3730 city centre parking spaces listed by Visit Bath, if 10% of users
come from the east this represents only 373 vehicles a day. If Clayton et al is correct, in their
assertion that there is ‘virtually zero’ demand from the east for P&R then this should make
councillors stop and think.
Even if this estimate was out by 100% and even considering a future increase in demand this
goes nowhere near filling a large P&R facility on the meadows. B&NES appear to have
disregarded these findings, but have not conducted their own behavioural studies of their
own into whether people have any need for or any intention of using an east Park and Ride.
The council regularly cites a pool of 4,000 commuters to the East based on 2011 census data
whereby respondents’ journeys to work by car are allocated to 15 selected postcode hubs
across the city. However with the closure of three MoD sites since this census was taken, this
figure now holds little weight.
The Hill report when carefully examined throws doubt on the extent to which an east of Bath
P&R would be used. Hill suggested that Odd Down was suitable proxy for calculating the
potential capacity for an east of Bath P&R but gave no explanation for this.
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Odd Down is the largest P&R site with a capacity of 1250 spaces, but is the least successful of
all P&R sites at attracting users. The average capacity is just 36% and only 54% at the busiest
time of day. If these usage figures are applied to an east of Bath site of 1600 spaces, on
average only 576 of its spaces would be used. And even at the busiest time of day only 864
spaces would be used. But Hill pushes the usage up from 54% to around 85% and therefore
suggests that 1360 spaces would be filled at the busiest time.
It needs to be remembered also that P&R use is at its lowest during the busiest time of day
when congestion is at its highest. By 9am P&R are on average 25% full. Therefore a 1600
space car park could only remove 400 commuters of the London Road during the morning
rush hour unless the council took additional hard measures to change driver behaviour.
Neither has B&NES considered the unintended consequences of P&R cited by academics that
mean around 48% of the space is used by drivers who would not otherwise have travelled
into the city by car. B&NES suggest that 2,000 cars will be taken off the London Road in each
direction each day by a P&R (based on 1.5x usage of each of 1400 spaces). But of these 2,000
cars around 48% would be new trips, detours or abstraction from public transport meaning
that only 1040 cars would come off the London Road each day (Zijlstra et al 2015).
When these things are considered, and whatever method is used to estimate the numbers
that would use a P&R to the east they do not come near the estimates made by the council.
Under these circumstance the council must now conduct a patronage study, as
recommended in the scope of the Halcrow in May 2013 but not yet carried out.
‘[The report] does not make any assessment as to the potential patronage which particular
‘alternative’ sites may achieve. This will clearly be critical to the business case of any site
chosen to serve the A4 and A363 corridors on the east of Bath; but estimating this would
require detailed modelling model work outside the defined scope of this review’ .
The council should also consider case studies from towns and cities such as Colchester,
Ipswich, Coventry, Poole, Weymouth and Worcester set out at section 11. In all of these
places there have been problems with underuse of P&R, invariably following major capital
investment. Money has been lost, sites have closed, some authorites have scrapped P&R
altogether, while others have mothballed sites for much of the year due to only having
seasonal demand.
6.6

How does seasonality affect demand?

The average capacity of all car parks is lower than the peak capacity. For most car parks it is
around 50% . For Odd Down this is staggeringly low at 36%. Both P&R and CCCP show the
same daily trend, they are emptiest when traffic is at its worst and are at peak in the middle
of the day.
There are also peaks by day of the week and month of the year. Saturday is the busiest day
of the week, while November and December are the busiest months of the year. On 22
occasions last year capacity reached 100% at one or more of the P&R sites. This occurred
only when there was a predicable event such as the Bath Half Marathon.
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There was only one occasion when Odd Down at capacity, and on this day, the 5th of
December, Newbridge and Lansdown reached capacity too. The reason was that a Bath
rugby game had coincided with the Christmas Market.
Such events have a big impact on how car parks in the city cope. But they can be predicted
and problems can be avoided with proper demand management such as temporary overflow
car parking. Suggestions for this are given in section 12 of this report.
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7. CONGESTION
“Many academics have studied P&R and over time even public authorities have become
more cautious about the direct traffic reduction benefits. It is becoming accepted that P&R
has the potential to shift congestion and emissions to the urban fringe” (Clayton et al 2014).
In the case of the East of Bath, this report will set out that a park and ride would have no
impact on congestion on the London Road, one of the stated aims of the project during
consultation and a key consideration of the Hill s-paramics modelling report.
At the same time, a park and ride would generate congestion and pollution locally to any
site. If sites A, B or F were carried forward to planning, this would be the Council
disregarding the very real congestion and pollution issues that the area currently lives with.
7.1 Context: the UK and car usage
The UK has a heavy reliance on the car; as soon as a journey is greater than one mile then
the journey is at least 56% likely to be by car. By the time a journey is over 2 miles, then it is
77% likely to be in the car.
Figure 1: Volume of billion passenger kilometers travelled 1954-2014 and the mode of
transport used by length of journey 2014

Despite this reliance, Bath residents are unhappy about traffic congestion. In a B&NES
highways survey in 2015, only 29% of those surveyed were happy with congestion levels,
against a national average of 45%.
This is a challenging situation for the Council to find itself in when seeking solutions – we
love our cars but complain about the resulting congestion. However unless people are
offered genuinely appealing alternatives, for example reasonable bus fares, or are forced to
change their habits by being deterred from driving then this situation will get worse as the
population grows.
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To solve the problem properly, we need to understand what the problem is. But the Council
does not hold full enough data to break down who travels where, when and for what
purpose across the City and the surrounding villages. Unless we have this, not just for the
City of Bath, but across the fringes, villages and between counties, we will not reach
solutions that are lasting when it comes to reducing this congestion and therefore emissions.
As the Oxfordshire County Council Congestion Report 2014 says:
“The Traffic Management Act 2004 (TMA) imposed network management duties on
local authorities to tackle congestion. Understanding congestion is therefore a key
requirement in being able to tackle it.”
Across Bath’s inner Cordon there are 80,000 vehicle movements a day, this far in excess of
the number of city centre and on street parking spaces available and suggests a massive
daily ‘churn’ of vehicles driving around the city. This becomes noticeably less during school
holidays and can increase significantly during busy periods. The Transport Strategy gives a
figure of 12% for through traffic and 3.5% for HGVs, but there has been no study conducted
that would help the council understand the purpose of the trips car drivers are making.
Figure 1: London Road during peak morning rush hour on the Monday of February Half Term
2016

As a result of this lack of data, the park and ride solution that the Council is proposing will
not address key issues such as the school run. It is the two peak times of day, morning and
afternoon that the Hill report says must see a significant reduction in congestion to prevent
gridlock. Commuters do not use a park and ride. They already park for free in residential
areas and walk or cycle to work. They will not be interested in paying for a bus. The school
run will not use a park and ride.
Current traffic trends to the East of Bath (from Walcot through to Batheaston) are as much
of a concern to residents there as they are to residents in the City centre itself, and there is
no reason to suspect that trends seen there will not continue. On the London Road West
into Bath, traffic levels are falling, but there remains an absolute and significant problem
with congestion and air quality is at illegal levels. This must be resolved for residents on the
London Road, but will not be solved through a park and ride. As set out in the diagram
below, to the East of the A4/A46 roundabout around Batheaston and Bathampton, traffic
levels are up, driven by cars and LGVs, as is air pollution.
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Figure 2: Vehicle and Nitrogen Dioxide Changes around Bathampton and Batheaston 2010 2014

Vehicle volumes have been tracked over a longer period since 2000. This shows a steeper
increase in vehicle movements. The A4 at Charmy Down has seen a 26% increase in cars and
a 63% increase in LGVs. HGVs have declined by 18%. On the A4 bypass there has been a 15%
increase in cars and 74% increase in LGVs. HGVs have declined by 5%. On the London Road
there has been a 28% decrease in vehicles since 2000.
Should a park and ride be pushed forward for the meadows then congestion locally will
increase:
Bathampton: people would rat run through the village from the A36 to cross the toll bridge,
down to the A46/A4 roundabout then onto the A4.
They might also park in the George pub car park and walk to the bus
Batheaston: people from the M4 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
As we will find out in the next section – park and rides also generate over 50% new trips and
everyone travels an extra 1-4km to reach a site, so more than half of this extra congestion
would be new or extended car journeys.
And there is more to come for the East if the A36/A46 link road is developed. There would
be an increase in vehicles as cars bypass A36/London Road loop and more traffic would be
drawn to the A4/A46 who previously avoided the Bath traffic. This would lead to a relocation
of pollution from the City to the valley and increased traffic and emissions in the area around
Bathampton, Bathford and Batheaston. Finally more HGVs likely to divert to this route,
reversing the declining trend locally. No-one has quantified this impact when pushing
forward with Sites A, B and F.
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Park and rides bring congestion and pollution locally – no wonder residents oppose its
development on their precious Green belt site.
Where does the traffic come from?
The Council has not summarised publicly the detail of number plate recognition surveys that
they have conducted in recent years. Instead as a source, the Alliance has been sent one day
traffic counts that were completed by the Council in July 2013 at the London Road/A46
roundabout.
These counts help us understand that 58% of peak traffic comes from the A4/Wiltshire. This
figure may well be still higher as the day this count was conducted was one of the University
graduation days. A significant number of cars will have come down the A46 from the
motorway that day, although it is impossible to say how many.
Figure 3: Traffic flows onto the London Road

In light of this knowledge, it is vital that the Council work with Wiltshire to prevent cars
driving almost all the way from source to the periphery of Bath. Why in this era of
congestion and pollution is it acceptable to suggest that drivers should travel extra
kilometers in their cars all the way to the already congested and polluted Bathampton
Meadows basin to then park. This isn’t sustainable travel.
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8. EMISSIONS
Traffic and emissions are rising to the east of Bath. Increasing this further by providing a P&R
would cause emissions to exceed EU limits. Where it is shown that such a development
would cause a breach of EU emissions limits, a planning authority must refuse permission.
Academics have observed that although P&R can reduce traffic and emissions within urban
centres, they have the effect of displacing this to the urban fringe where such facilities are
built. It is also recognised that P&R has the potential to abstract people from public
transport and to increase the distance that car divers travel. Zijlstra et al (2015) concluded
that on average people visiting a city-fringe P&R travelled between 1 and 4 km further than
they otherwise would have done to reach their destination. Furthermore P&R creates new
trips. Zijlstra et al (2015) concluded that only 48% of P&R users ever intended to drive into
the town in question.
Between 2010 and 2014 traffic on the London Road west of the A46/A4 roundabout fell by
14%. But at the same time traffic to the east of the roundabout increased by 8% on the A46
and by 11% on the A4.
During the same period emissions at Lambridge on the London Road West fell by 5%
(although at 57 μg/m3 this is still one of the highest recordings anywhere in Bath).
Meanwhile the monitoring station at 240 London Road, east of A46/A4, showed an increase
of 15% and is now very close to the annual mean standard of 40 μg/m3.
The Government's policy on air quality within the UK is set out in the Air Quality Strategy
(AQS) for England, Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland (AQS) published in July 2007,
pursuant to the requirements of Part IV of the Environment Act 1995.
The AQS sets standards and objectives for ten main air pollutants to protect health,
vegetation and ecosystems. Of these NO2, PM10 and PM2.5 are particularly relevant to the
road network in Bath, as these are the primary pollutants associated with road traffic.
Part IV of the Environment Act 1995 requires local authorities to periodically Review and
Assess the quality of air within their administrative area. The Reviews have to consider the
present and future air quality and whether any air quality objectives prescribed in
Regulations are not being achieved or are likely to not be achieved in the future.
Where any of the prescribed air quality objectives are not likely to be achieved the authority
concerned must designate that part an Air Quality Management Area (AQMA) and has a
duty to draw up an Air Quality Action Plan (AQAP) setting out the measures the authority
intends to introduce to deliver improvements in local air quality.
Bath and North East Somerset Council (BANES) has declared four Air Quality Management
Area’s (AQMA’s) due to exceedances of the nitrogen dioxide (NO2) objectives. The Bath
AQMA includes the London Road extending to the A4/A46 roundabout.
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Because of concerns around emissions, the Bathampton Meadows Alliance has
commissioned their own Air Quality Sensitivity Assessment, conducted by Dr Nick Davey of
Entran Limited to determine what impact a P&R sited on Bathampton meadow would have.
The full assessment is attached at appendix 3
This assessment was determined in the following way;
•
•
•
•

Review of air quality data for the area surrounding the site and background pollutant
maps;
Review of the traffic flow data, which has been used as an input to the air quality
modelling assessment;
Assess the likely impact on local air quality of incremental traffic increases along main
roads due to the development of the proposed Park and Ride; and
The assessment focuses on nitrogen dioxide as this is the pollutant of most concern
in the area.

The proposed P&R site at Bathampton Meadows is less than 500m to the east of the AQMA
on London Road. Based on B&NES proposals it would accommodate up to 1,400 spaces.
Access to the Park & Ride would be from the A4 bypass, and it is anticipated that the
introduction of traffic control at the access of the Park & Ride will result in congestion on the
bypass, therefore resulting in vehicles diverting through Batheaston High Street, particularly
at peak times of day.
It is anticipated that there will be rat running to reach a meadows P&R site, both from the
A36/Toll Bridge to turn left towards the roundabout, as well as along Bannerdown and
Batheaston High St from J17 of the M4. This will significantly increase traffic flows on London
Road West and High Street, Batheaston, which already suffer from poor air quality that is
marginally below the annual mean objective for nitrogen dioxide.
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NO2 diffusion tube monitoring is carried out by B&NES at a number of locations in Bath. The
Entran assessment considered the receptor located at 240 London Road, Batheaston (shown
at 3 on the map below) which is the closest to the proposed P&R site. Also two further sites
at roadside locations along London Road (shown as 1 and 2 on the map).

The NO2 data recorded at these three roadside sites shows highest concentrations at 240
London Road which are marginally below the 40 μg/m3 objective.

In the Q&A on their website, BANES suggest that up to four thousand additional traffic
movements are predicted from the P&R (or 2,000 cars). For the purposes of assessing
impacts at London Road West and High Street Batheaston, two traffic increase scenarios
were assessed, adding 2000 vehicles a day to the London Road West baseline and adding
1000 vehicles a day to the London Road West baseline.
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ADMS Roads dispersion modelling was carried out to assess the air quality impact of the Park
and Ride on local air quality. The predicted concentrations indicate that there is the
potential for excedences of the annual air quality objective for NO2 to occur at residential
properties along London Road West/ High Street Batheaston as a result of increases in road
traffic associated with the Park & Ride.
The additional traffic impacts for all scenarios assessed would also create areas of
exceedance that do not currently exist. As air quality objectives are set for the protection of
human health the creation of new areas of exceedance should be discouraged.
The Entran assessment has shown that even an increase of 1,000 vehicles per day would
result in exceedance of the air quality standard and therefore the need for the London Road
AQMA to be extended beyond the A46 into Batheaston.
This would clearly result in health impacts, be contrary to policy and work against the
Council’s efforts to improve air quality in Bath. The Entran report therefore concluded that if
a further P&R site is developed, against the advice of the Alliance, an alternative location
must be considered that does not result in such impacts on air quality and health. Indeed
there are legal implications if the council do not do so.
8.1

Legal implications

New Local Air Quality Management Policy Guidance has been issued by DEFRA in February
2016. It recognises the central role which Local Authorities have in achieving improvements
in air quality. The guidance is statutory, and all Local Authorities must have regard to it.
The evidence associating NO2 with health effects has strengthened substantially in recent
years, and it now estimated that the effects of NO2 on mortality are equivalent to 23,500
deaths in the UK annually. The core statutory requirements of the Environment Act 1995 to
review air quality, designate AQMAs and develop and implement Action Plans to tackle the
problems within AQMAs remain unchanged, but the new 2016 Policy Guidance set out
changes to the review and assessment framework.
Specifically, Local Authorities are now required to submit an Annual Status Report (ASR)
each year by 30 April (30 June in this first year). The overall aim of this document is to
report on progress on achieving reductions in concentrations of emissions relating to
relevant pollutants below air quality objective levels, and to identify new or changing
sources of emissions.
It is important to note that the duty on Local Authorities to designate an area as an AQMA
extends to those areas where air quality objectives are likely to be shown to be at risk of not
meeting air quality objectives, and BANES must satisfy itself that it has identified all locations
and pollutants for which air quality objectives will be exceeded. Councils are encouraged in
the Policy Guidance to take a sensible approach to border determination for an AQMA – and
specifically are urged not to expend unnecessary resource in trying to narrow down the
parameters of an AQMA boundary, since a more generous delineation will give the Council
greater flexibility to respond to pollution issues as they arise.
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The Guidance also recommends that Councils with a history of AQMA declaration and
management such as BANES take advantage of a new fast track to declaration. Where
normal annual monitoring and local intelligence shows a persistent exceedance or risk of
exceedance the local authority is encouraged to move straight to establishing or extending
an AQMA without the delays inherent in a period of further information gathering and
monitoring.
The 2014 (final) and the 2015 (provisional) No2 readings at Batheaston and the rising traffic
numbers to the east of Bath mean that the Council are required to take immediate action.
The Council should act swiftly under the Fast Track Procedure under the 2016 AQMA
Planning Guidance to extend the existing London Road AQMA so that it encompasses the
area east of the A46 Roundabout. BANES has a statutory duty to reverse Batheaston’s
current poor air quality. Failure to designate an area which is or is likely to exceed the
national and EU limit values for NO2 is a breach of statutory duty.
There is a growing acceptance that the national and EU limit values are, in any case, the
absolute minimum standards which the Council should be seeking to attain. The House of
Commons Environmental Audit Committee, in their 6th Report of Session 2014 – 2015 on Air
Quality observed:
“…meeting EU standards should be the minimum requirement. Regardless of EU
rulings it is unacceptable the UK citizens could havd their health seriously impaired
over decades before this public health problem is brought under control”.
The Audit Report also highlighted evidence reporting on World Health Organisation (WHO)
research, indicating that:
“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”.
Against this background of legislative and moral imperatives, it would be unacceptable for
this Council to further delay taking action against the rising pollution levels to the East of
Bath, still less to promote Green Belt development that will inevitably further worsen air
quality levels to the East of Bath.
8.2

Planning implications

The UK as a whole is in on-going breach of the limit values of the Air Quality Directive
2008/50/EC. The UK faces fines of up to £300m a year after the European commission
launched legal proceedings in 2014 against it for failing to reduce excessive levels of nitrogen
dioxide (NO2) air pollution from traffic, despite 15 years of warnings and several extensions
and postponements granted to the government. In turn, the Government has written to
Local Authorities to remind them of national powers under the Localism Act 2011 to pass on
proportionate amounts of any fines to Local Authorities where they have failed to take
forward action which was their responsibility.
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Planning Authorities must therefore use their powers to achieve compliance and, must
prevent or reduce extent of breaches of EU law including the Air Quality Directive.
A core principle of the National Planning Policy Framework is that planning should:
“contribute to preserving and enhancing the natural environment and reducing
pollution”
Planning policy guidance (2015) tells us that:
“Whether or not air quality is relevant to a planning decision will depend on the
proposed development and its location. Concerns could arise if the development is
likely to generate air quality impact in an area where air quality is known to be poor.
They could also arise where the development is likely to adversely impact upon the
implementation of air quality strategies and action plans, and/or in particular lead to
a breach of EU legislation (including that applicable to wildlife).
Considerations could include whether the development would:
“Significantly affect traffic in the immediate vicinity of the proposed development site
or further afield. This could be by generating or increasing traffic congestion;
significantly changing traffic volumes, vehicle speed or both; or significantly altering
the traffic composition on local roads. Other matters to consider include whether the
proposal …adds to turnover of a large car park “
Or
“Affect biodiversity. In particular is it likely to result in deposition or concentration of
pollutants that significantly affect a European designated wildlife site…or does it
otherwise affect biodiversity, particularly designated wildlife sites.”
It is therefore vital to understand that a planning authority cannot grant permission for a
development which would lead to a breach of the limit values in the area of development –
because this would be taking, rather than refraining from taking a measure which
jeopardises the fulfilment of the UK’s obligations under the Directive.
Planning Authorities have a duty in their decision making to achieve compliance with the EU
Air Quality Directive 2008. Where a development would cause a breach in the locality of the
development they must refuse permission. Where a development would in the locality
either make significantly worse an existing breach, or significantly delay achievement with
compliance with limit values it must be refused.
You cannot build on the Meadows because any development in the Bathampton Basin will
result in increased emissions.
Building a P&R at Bathampton meadow would mean creating new emissions as well as
moving emissions from the city to an area that is currently only just below the legal
threshold, where there are periodic, seasonable episodes of the legal threshold being
exceeded, where traffic movements are not well understood and where air quality has not
been fully studied.
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9. CAN BANES DELIVER A REVERSAL OF THE CONGESTION AND EMISSIONS
SITUATION?
Currently the Council do not understand the breakdown of the purpose of the car journeys
people in and around Bath are making. Until they do, nobody will be able to formulate a
sensible plan to encourage people to convert to more sustainable forms of transport, or
implement harder measures to drive the change if need be.
The closure of the A36 last year for 4 months is clearly visible in temporary falling pollution
readings in Batheaston. There was a 40% fall in toll bridge traffic as people preferred to head
out to the A36 south via Winsley etc. It is unusual to have such a good recent example of the
impact of heavily restricting access to a road to traffic and we must take from this that
pollution levels in the City would return to more acceptable levels if only the Council put in
place a range of measures that drove a proper shift in behaviour.
Pollution monitor readings by month at 240 London Road (High St Batheaston) – road
closure March - July

Month

2014

2015
(provisional)

Jan - Feb

41.8

32.8

Feb - March

-

43.2

March - April

39.9

37.7

April - May

35.9

31.2

May - June

32.8

28.2

June - July

-

23.6

July - Aug

25.1

27.7

Aug - Sept

24.1

30.7

Sept - Oct

35.2

32

Oct - Nov

33.9

29.5

Nov - Dec

44.4

40.6

Dec - Jan

35.7

37.2

Base Average for the Full
Year

34.9

32.9

Average for the Full Year
with Bias applied

38.0

34.8
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The current track record of Banes’ Air Quality Action Plan delivering change is not good.
When the most recent plan was reviewed in 2015, of 16 targets and 5 actions only one was
assessed as having a quantifiable impact. And this was one of the only measures to do with
reducing personal car use through work travel plans. The measured impact was a 0.3%
improvement in the AQMA.
A key challenge with the Action Plan to date is that it has almost no focus on the private car.
While there are elements of the plan to be positive about, such as the consolidation centre
and the LEZ (should it have any reasonable reach across the city), it is quite clear from the Air
Quality screening reports that standing traffic around junctions is a key contributor to high
readings in the East. The chart below shows the fall in pollution along the London Road from
Lambridge where there is usually crawling traffic, through to further along the London Road
where traffic flows more freely. This situation will not be resolved by tackling HGVs.

In the absence of patronage studies and extensive traffic modelling of the London Road
access to the city, there is a high risk that congestion and emissions are not addressed by
any measures that are adopted. The Getting around Bath transport strategy requires a
number of further studies to be carried out. These should be completed as soon as is
practical to identify need for Park and Ride and support the business case.
As yet there is no implementation plan for the Getting around Bath transport strategy. The
Strategy also requires that biennial reports be produced to monitor its effect. This is key to
making the best possible choices to reduce traffic and emissions as demand increases.
Finally, when it comes to the case for a P&R to the East, and the impact that the EA would
have on traffic, incredibly, given the congestion and pollution seen on the London Road and
beyond into the AQMA, the Hill report plans to, at best, maintain this congested and
polluted status quo. Even if the overprovision of P&R suggested by Hill could be filled, the
report clearly states that traffic would be worse in the afternoon period than it is today, and
that areas to the west of the city would have worse traffic congestion due to the impact of
the Enterprise Area. It is truly disappointing to residents that there is no active plan to
improve on traffic and pollution from today’s levels for the next 10 years. Indeed they will
get markedly worse without a more vigorous plan.
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10

INTERPRETING THE HILL REPORT

The CH2MHill Report is an extremely complex and confusing document. It would therefore
be unsurprising if few Councillors or members public had read or more importantly
understood what it is saying.
The Hill report has a publication date of 14th November 2014. Two days earlier the council
had adopted the Getting Around Bath Transport Strategy.
Hill had major implications for how policy on P&R was to be taken forward, yet it was not
supplied as part of the Transport Policy package for adoption. It would be another year
before the Hill report was made public or even seen by councillors as far as we are aware.
Councillors and the public first saw this report when it was published as a background
document two days before the meeting of 12th November 2015 where the Council debated
and approved a P&R site to the east of Bath.
The Hill report was then selectively quoted in the council report on P&R and identified as the
driver for the decision Councillors were to make. This section therefore aims to give an
overview of the essential elements of that report in plain English so that it’s purpose,
methodology and conclusions can be wholly understood.
10.1

Hill Report Background and Scope

Hill followed on from previous work conducted by Mott MacDonald and accepted base line
figures and assumptions from that earlier work but with an expanded scope.
•
•
•

Hill looked at the morning traffic peak between 7am to 10am and the afternoon peak
between 3pm to 7pm
They began with a baseline number of 29386 vehicles entering the network during
the morning peak and 42189 vehicles entering the network in the afternoon peak.
They factored in ongoing and planned highway changes

Hill commented that this work would be
‘particularly important in making a reasoned case for reductions applied to the 2013
‘base-line’ matrices’
They explained that
‘previous modeling work undertaken with S-Paramic for the Bath Low Emission Zone
study demonstrated that the existing network could tolerate very little traffic growth
in the weekday periods without operating conditions becoming extremely unstable.’
(Hill report P.7)
They explained that this had led to a realisation that the Transport Strategy would
need to be successful in balancing out the traffic effects created by the EA.
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Having applied the factors above, Hill then used S-Paramics traffic modeling to examine the
potential for reducing existing car driver trips by use of P&R, Rail, Walking and Cycling. It
then considered how those measures could reduce the traffic generated by the EA in 5
different development scenarios.
These were the Original Land Use Scenario (OLUS), the Revised Land Use Scenario (RLUS)
and 3 other options. The impact of each is set out below for the morning and afternoon
peak.
Hill adopted the assumptions and figures produced by Mott Macdonald around impact of
the various land use scenarios but expressed concern about the fact that only 20% of the EA
trips where assumed to be made by ‘car driver’. Hill considered this to be too low since the
2011 census data put journey to work trips from central Bath at 20.8% and the mode share
would in fact need to include internal and external trips where car driver accounts for much
more than this. (p13).
At page 20 Hill stated that the projected 2001-2011 data for Bath internal work trips show
that car driver trips would be expected to be 18% of trips by 2024. But the internal EA mode
split used by Mott MacDonald (and adopted by Hill) predicted a car driver/taxi share of only
9.5%. Mode share assumptions were clearly a concern to Hill as they apply caveats around
this several times in the report.
Hill looked at all measures set out in the Transport Strategy including walking, cycling, rail
and P&R that could contribute to modal shift. From this it concluded that the Transport
Strategy had the potential to reduce car trips by ‘around’ 2400 in the 7am -10am period and
by ‘around’ 3000 between 3pm to 7pm.
This was then used to set the upper limit for traffic impact from the EA development. Note
that Hill was looking at a 3 hour period in the morning but a 4 hour period in the afternoon.
Traffic generated by the EA in the morning for the 5 scenarios
EA traffic generation
RLUS
OLUS
Option A1
Option 2a
Option 3a

2392
2510
2772
1964
2063

when TS measures applied
-15
168
314
-563
-379

Traffic generated by the EA in the afternoon for the 5 scenarios
EA traffic generation
RLUS
OLUS
Option A1
Option 2a
Option 3a

4641
4643
6358
3819
3934
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If we consider just the afternoon period it can be seen that the OLUS and RLUS scenarios
each generated around 4640 additional traffic movements to the road network between
3pm and 7pm.
NB. Hill has said that the Transport strategy removes ‘around’ 2400 trips in the morning and
3000 in the afternoon. The number varies depending on the scenario.
When all of the measures in the TS were applied this reduced the impact to 1727 (RLUS) and
1767 (OLUS) additional trips.
10.2

Contribution of P&R to these conclusions

Increased use of P&R is the key measure proposed by the Transport Strategy to create modal
shift and so manage traffic growth. Hill also considered the ability of rail, walking and cycling
to reduce traffic. Of these rail has the most potential, but this is beyond the control of the
council. Meanwhile walking and cycling have such a low base that even a large percentage
increase here has limited impact.
So when Hill concluded that the Transport Strategy had the potential to reduce car trips by
around 2400 in the morning peak and by 3000 in the afternoon peak this was largely based
upon the ability of P&R to abstract vehicles from the city’s road network.
N.B The background document to the transport strategy, had estimated future parking
demand to be a total of 5700 spaces. But this would not have produced the modal shift
required to protect the road network.
The Hill report therefore used ‘assumptions’ that an additional 300 additional P&R spaces
would be provided at Odd Down and 300 at Lansdown, in addition to 1600 spaces to the
east, resulting in a total of 2200 more spaces.
It is not possible to see what resulted in an additional 600 spaces being sought. They appear
in table 4.1 in the Hill Report but are not sourced. The 1600 spaces for the east are sourced
as ‘as advised’ (p.18)
The Alliance has been told in an FOI response concerning Hill that ‘no written brief’ was
completed for this piece of work and no meeting minutes exist. It is therefore assumed that
the parking numbers resulted from discussion between transport officers and Hill with no
recorded basis in evidence.
But Hill went further still and looked at the spare capacity in existing P&R sites during the
morning and afternoon peak hours in order to estimate how many more vehicles could be
abstracted from the network by this measure.
Their methodology is set out below;
‘Entry and exit count data for a ‘typical weekday was obtained at existing P&R
sites…this was used to build up a parking accumulation profile for each of these
existing sites.
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Assuming the same profiles factors were calculated to uplift the entry/exit flows at
each site so that the peak accumulation matched the parking capacity in each case,
allowing for the assumed expansions in capacities at current sites where applicable.
In the case of the new ‘east of Bath’ site the profile observed at Odd Down was
deemed to be a suitable proxy for estimating the hourly entry and exit flows here.
The changes in the entry and exit flow seen in the 7-10am and 3pm – 7pm periods
were used to estimate the potential abstraction possible in these two periods at each
site and hence the car trip reductions possible on the different corridors served by
each.’
(Hill report p.17)
Hill did not concern itself with whether these vastly expanded spaces would actually be
used, nor did not suggest how P&R could attract those who currently park in the city centre.
From the graph below it can be seen that Hill was predicting that around 270 additional cars
could potentially use Newbridge alone between 7 and 10am.

(Appendix C Hill report)
When an additional 300 spaces was added at Odd Down, Hill simply assumed that twice as
many drivers could use it by 10am. This can best be seen on the graph below, where the
number of cars observed by Hills arriving and leaving the Odd Down P&R has been redrawn
as a cumulative graph of use throughout the day.
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Hill simply gave the theoretical figures for the maximum extraction of vehicles from the
network at the busiest time of day. Based on this methodology and these assumptions it
calculated the potential for abstraction following the planned expansion of Odd Down and
Lansdown and the provision of a 1600 space P&R
It should be noted that although Hill took the top of the curve to 100% they did not in fact
base their calculations on this. They took a proportion of the spare capacity (around 65%)
and applied this so as to leave headroom for peak periods. They did though say the council
would have to conclude for themselves the desirable capacity.
Potential two- way abstraction following planned expansion
Odd down
Newbridge
Lansdown
East of Bath
Total

AM
569
300
515
1314
2698

PM
702
325
713
1621
3361

The figures above are not car park spaces, they are estimated trip extractions that could be
achieved. The methodology for calculating this is either not shown or not clear. Hill does not
give absolute numbers for how many cars were in P&R or how many were added by this
method.
N.B. We believe Hill is applying a maximum capacity of 85% to 4977 spaces giving an average
of 4230 spaces being used use at the busiest time of an average day. Today there are 2777
spaces and at the busiest time of day 60% are being used or 1666 spaces. If this is correct Hill
is working on an assumption that two and a half times as many P&R spaces could be used.
As stated earlier, the original RLUS and OLUS scenarios generated around 4640 additional
traffic movements to the road network in the 3pm to 7pm period. When all of the measures
in the Transport Strategy were applied this reduced the impact to 1727 (RLUS) and 1767
(OLUS) additional trips.

The Alliance Scrutiny Submission

15th March 2016

Page 51 of 79

The Alliance
Although Hill is not very clear, it can be seen that this result is then compared to the baseline
number of 29386 vehicles entering the network during the morning peak and 42189 vehicles
entering the network during the afternoon peak
Hill commented that Option 1a (which included a large supermarket) would produce a 7.5%
increase in traffic in the pm peak, and that this was not acceptable.
But OLUS and RLUS produced a 4% increase in the PM peak and that was thought to be
acceptable, as existing conditions could be largely maintained albeit with some points on the
network better (the London Road) and some points to the west worse (p.32).
10.3

How realistic was this calculation?

Hill clearly saw a usage trend that showed P&R to be busiest in the middle of the day and
similar usage figures to those available from Bath Hack and used by Andrew Lea to show
trends. But Hill made an assumption that spare capacity in the peak hours could be taken up
by commuters. They did not suggest how this could be achieved.
Theoretically this is possible, but Hill was working on assumptions that the use of P&R spaces
could be more than doubled, when in reality Bath’s P&R sites are on average 41% full.
During peak traffic hours the picture is even less promising, since P&R sites are only 25% full
by 9am. This means that for the peak hours that Hill was aiming to address P&R has very
little impact on either traffic or emissions.
Factoring in research findings from an academic study of 180 park and rides across Europe
by Zjilstra et al 2015, the reality of capacity fill at the East’s proxy Odd Down, as well as
traffic counts carried out by BaNES at the London Road roundabout in July 2013, the
following tables illustrates the above point that any park and ride usage forecast by Hill is far
exaggerated. This is calculated to 10am as this is the time band Hill used.
Hill Report Impact of an East Park and Ride on the London Road morning peak
Spaces in a P&R to East
Existing cars removed from the network by 10 am (based on forecast EA and existing traffic abstraction of 1,314)
Equating to a % of capacity fill by 10am (based on 1600 cars)
Vehicles on London Road 7am to 10am
% of vehicles removed from the London Road

1600
850
53%
5629
15.1

BMA Analysis of the impact of an East Park and Ride on London Road morning peak
Spaces in a P&R to East
Utilisation proportion by 10am at Odd Down based on current behviours
Existing cars removed from network
Actual target users who planned a city centre trip
Existing target cars removed from network
Vehicles on the London Road 7am to 10am
% of vehicles removed from the London Road

1600
35%
560
48%
269
5629
4.8

Academics have observed that if drivers are able to park at their destination 90% will do so3.
In order to change driver behavior to this extent the number of city centre car parks would
need to proportionally decline as the new P&R was provided.
3

Kaufmann and Guidez, 1998 in Clayton et al 2014
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Are B&NES really going to close 1600 car park spaces in the centre, or make them so
expensive that commuters can’t use them when the east of Bath P&R is opened? If they are
not prepared to do this it will be a white elephant.
The reality is that the availability of parking in the city centre has increased despite
assertions in the Transport Strategy that around 860 spaces would be removed. According to
Visit Bath there are now 3730 City Centre parking spaces and there is soon to be 350 more
when the RUH opens its new car park. The background document to the Transport Strategy
said there were 3674 in 2014.
City Centre car park spaces listed by Visit Bath
Charlotte Street
Southgate
Avon Street
Manvers Street
Cricket ground
Spa rail
Podium
Sports Centre
Kingsmede Sq
Broad St
Cattle Market
Claverdon St

1075
876
512
161
150
80
550
134
90
51
40
11

Total

3730

(http://visitbath.co.uk/travel-and-maps/parking-in-bath)
In conclusion, Hill was engaged in a theoretical exercise. Consultants, who had been given no
written brief and had concerns about the mode share adopted simply fed numbers into the
S-Paramics traffic model until the desired outcome was achieved that meant the EA could be
developed.
In reality this policy alone could not work without additional measure to change driver
behaviour. City centre car park numbers would need to be drastically cut and made much
more expensive especially for long stay in order to deter commuters. Residential parking
zones would need to be expanded.
The only alternative to this would be to introduce a congestion charge and consider a
workplace parking levy, but neither of these things have been included in the Transport
Strategy adopted just 18 months ago.
10.4

Methodology and assumptions

Further background information on the methodology and assumptions made in the Hill
Report are set out below.
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10.4.1 Methodology
•
•
•
•

Hill model took a comprehensive look at city centre road network including A4
London Road, with traffic counts and Automatic vehicle number plate recognition
Adopted MM TRICS data to estimate hourly trips for specific land uses
Adopted MM external/internal split for trips with 65% estimated to be internal for
residential and 44% internal for employment use
Adjusted modal shift to account for strategy measures and trends in 2011 census for
journey to work

Traffic distribution (based on dialogue between Mott Macdonald and B&NES)
A4 east A46
23%
A4 west
30%
A 36
10%
Lansdown road/Lane
13%
A431
3%
(Note, this comes to 79% so assume the other 21% was internal)
Internal vehicle trips (based on census analysis)
Central area
14%
North bath
19%
West bath
33%
SE bath
3%
SW bath
31%
NB. nothing was attributed to the East
The assumed external trip distribution was then used to assign these demands to the three
existing P&R sites plus an east P&R
•
•
•
•

new P&R with capacity of 1600 spaces
extra 300 spaces at Odd Down making 1530 spaces
extra 300 spaces at Lansdown making 1180
Newbridge remains at 750 spaces

Methodology to estimate potential increase in vehicle trips possible to each site in the AM
and PM period
•
•

Entry and exit date used to build parking accumulation profile (all 3 max
accumulation was less than max capacity)
Changes in entry/exit flow used to estimate potential abstraction at each site in peak
AM/PM period
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Potential 2 way abstraction following planned expansion
Odd down
Newbridge
Lansdown

AM
569
300
515

PM
702
325
713

Total

1384

1740

East

1314

1621

Grand Total

2698

3361

Estimate of how many EA trips were predicted to use P&R and thus reduce spare capacity
955 arrivals between 7am and 10am
1174 departures over 3pm to 7pm
NB. For the purposes of the EA 23% of this total would come from the east. This equates to
219 in the am period
270 in the pm period
Yet 1600 spaces are being added in the east
Estimates the number of rail passengers to be rising year on year, but the increase is smaller
each year. So 2013 is given as 6.4%, by 2016 it is 4.4% and by 2024 it is 2.2%
Absolute share of people cycling and walking by 2024 estimated at 1.5% and 7.3%
respectively.
The forecast increase based on increase seen in last 10 years projected forward. But there
has not been a drop in car use anywhere near this magnitude. Bus use for internal trips has
declined by 24.4% over the same period
The projected 2001-2011 data for Bath internal work trips show that car driver trips would
be expected to be 18% of trips by 2014. But the internal EA mode split used by Mott
MacDonald (and adopted by Hill) predicts a car driver/taxi share of only 9.5%. This was
clearly a concern to Hill as they apply caveats around this several times in the report.
Overview
•
•
•

TS has potential to reduce car trips by approximately 2400 (7am -10am) and 3000
between 3pm to 7pm
This sets upper limit for EA development
Traffic increase for RLUS and OLUS suggests 7am -10am period can cope but 3pm to
7pm demand outweighs possible mode shift reduction
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From table 7.2 (p. 33)
Traffic generated by the EA in the AM rush hour for 5 scenarios
EA traffic generation
RLUS
OLUS
Option A1
Option 2a
Option 3a

2392
2510
2772
1964
2063

when TS measures applied
-15
168
314
-563
-379

Traffic generated by the EA in the PM rush hour for 5 scenarios
EA traffic generation
RLUS
OLUS
Option A1
Option 2a
Option 3a

4641
4643
6358
3819
3934
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11. DUTIES OF COUNCILLORS AND EXPERIENCE OF P&R ACROSS THE UK
This report has clearly demonstrated that the decision to expand P&R was flawed. It was
based on incorrect assumptions that P&R could be massively expanded and that take-up
would automatically follow without any further intervention.
We all agree that Bath has a problem with congestion and emissions and that people in the
city and to the east are unhappy about this situation. We all want to find a solution. B&NES
has proposed that a Park & Ride on Bathampton Meadows is the answer to our problems,
but the evidence does not support this. (In fact there is very little evidence at all.) The
council has no understanding of who travels where and for what purpose and has no
business case for such a scheme.
The Halcrow report considered sites, it made no assessment of the potential patronage that
particular ‘alternative’ sites may achieve. But argued;
‘This will clearly be critical to the business case of any site chosen to serve the A4 and
A363 corridors on the east of Bath; but estimating this would require detailed
modelling work outside the defined scope of this review’ page 2
This makes it clear that without this patronage study the council can have no business case.
The question facing councillors now is what they can do about traffic and emissions?
Councillors will know that doing nothing is not an option, that it is they that will have to take
a decision and, that they will rightly be held to account if nothing changes or the situation
gets worse.
The scrutiny process offers a real opportunity to examine the evidence, consider best
practice and begin to find sustainable solutions. In both Worcester and Ipswich Scrutiny
committees have examined their council’s P&R policy and have decided that it is not a value
for money solution, to congestion and emissions.
Around the country there are numerous examples of where P&R has run into difficulties
though development cost overrun or poor siting. In other places the service has been
scrapped, sometimes after huge capital investment because of lack of use.
B&NES has already approved £4.7m spending in this financial year to build a new P&R in the
east of the city, and has flagged that it may need to borrow a further £5m to fund the
project. This is at a time when the council has to cut £40 million from its budget.
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Councillor’s have a serious duty to perform, this is set out in law. Before taking any further
decision the council will need to demonstrate that:
1
2
3
4
5

The decision was not ‘unreasonable’ the test being that no reasonable authority
could have come to this conclusion.
The decision was supported by substantial evidence.
The decision makers had taken into account all relevant factors - not just asking
the right questions, but taking reasonable steps to become acquainted with
relevant information.
The decision makers had not taken account of factors that were irrelevant.
From what is contained in this report it must now be clear that not to do so
would put the Council at risk of Judicial Review.

Before committing further resources to P&R it is essential that B&NES consider case histories
from councils around the country and understand that P&R is not a magic bullet to solve
congestion, but will permanently scar the approach to our World Heritage city.
11.1

Cost Overrun

Cornwall Council admitted in March this year that the new P&R in Truro was over budget,
but they refused to say by how much or who would cover the overspend, estimated by some
to be as much as £4 million. Poor weather, challenges caused by the topography, archeology
and the need to remove a gas pipe were cited as a cause.
The news came as the council began removing bus lanes installed for the new P&R service,
at a cost of £60,000 – when the council admitted they were making journeys up to three
times longer, rather than improving traffic flow.
http://www.westbriton.co.uk/Cornwall-Council-admits-new-Truro-park-ride/story28807687-detail/story.html
11.2

Poor choice of site

In Reading the council has closed the flood prone Lodden Park site and replaced it with a
smaller site at Winnerish. The site suffered extensive flooding in 2014 and was closed for 42
days costing the council 42K in lost revenue and leaving it with a compensation bill for
damaged vehicles.
The relocation project cost around £1.5 million for a smaller site, prompting some users to
say it was too small, while others believed it to be too close to the station and likely to be
filled with commuters going to London.
Another Reading P&R, Mereoak, south of junction 11 of the M4, opened in August 2015,
with a capacity for 600, but figures obtained by BBC Radio Berkshire showed at its busiest in
October 2015 there were only 100 people using the service.
The opening of both sites had been delayed by at least 5 months with the council blaming
delays at Winnersh on a high water table that caused foundation-laying delays there.
http://www.getreading.co.uk/news/flood-hit-park-ride-open-just-6775120
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11.3

Lack of use leading to closure

Coventry’s Park and Ride North closed in 2013 after 14 years of operation. The site was
being used by less than three passengers a trip and was being subsidised to the tune of
£1,900 per week by the local transport authority, Centro.
http://www.coventrytelegraph.net/news/coventry-news/end-road-coventry-parkride-4692206
Colchester meanwhile have a relatively new site which is not attracting the commuters it
was designed to attract.
In March 2012 Colchester secured a loan of £5 million from Essex county council to build its
first P&R at the aptly named Cuckoo Farm. The site finally opened in 2015 at a cost of £6.2
million but in its first 3 months of operation cost £185,650 to run whilst only bringing in
£26,000.
The facility made just one seventh of its running costs in June, July and August. If this
continues throughout the first year it will cost Essex County Council £596,600 in subsidies.
However, despite the losses, an Essex County Council spokesman put on a brave face, saying
they were encouraged by figures that showed “a steady increase”. “But most importantly,
users are positive about the convenience, quality of the service and speed of journey.”
Unfortunately by December 2015 things looked no better. Bus user group C-Bus conducted a
survey that showed Park and Ride was being under-used by commuters.
The highest level of usage is during the middle part of the day, with ‘worker’ usage before
8.30am and after 5.15pm being much lower.
The County Council had stated that the principle reason for developing the P&R was to
reduce car traffic at peak congestion times but this is not occurring because drivers can park
free of charge or very cheaply in the centre.
A spokesman for C-Bus Peter Kay said one reason for this was due to the "abnormally high
number" of free employer parking spaces - 4,000 - for workers in the town. He added that
workers who do not have free employer parking can park all day in some Colchester Council
car parks for £3.50.
Mr Kay added: "In summary, the service is very much liked by those who do use it, but the
revenue is very low due to the high percentage of senior citizen (passholder) users, and the
benefits in reducing road congestion are minimal.
http://www.gazettenews.co.uk/news/13766934.Park_and_ride_cost___185_650_to_date/?ref=mr&lp=12
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Worcester has undergone a dramatic u-turn on P&R following a revue by the County
Council's economy, environment and communities scrutiny panel. The authority has axed
one of its P&R sites, where the numbers of users kept falling. They have considered closing
another, and have scraped plans for three new sites. This followed a warning from a former
cabinet member for transport Councillor Derek Prodger that sites could be under threat
unless more people use the service.
The veteran Conservative, had been one of County Hall’s biggest P&R supporters but his own
party has now abandoned plans for any more sites following disappointing user numbers.
Coun Prodger explained there had been a time when all 3 political parties supported the
idea of P&R but the numbers they hoped to see had failed to materialise. He explained that
“Worcester is an old historical city with narrow roads and P&R was one idea to help that
situation… It was a good idea and it’s sad it won’t come to fruition”
The Sixways P&R, one of two in the city, attracted 63,956 journeys in its final year, just 24
per cent of the capacity. When it opened at a cost of £5.8 million bosses said they were
hoping it would attract 195,000 trips in its first year alone.
The other site at Perdiswell, which opened in 2001 costing £2.5 million, peaked in 2008/09
when 450,000 trips were made but this stood at 332,165 before its closure in 2013. Both
services ended up making a loss.
In November 2014 Professor Graham Parkhurst told Worcester to forget P&R and focus on
better bus services instead when he appeared at the county council's economy, environment
and communities scrutiny panel.
Professor Parkhurst explained that P&R sites do very little in reducing congestion, offering
councils value for money or helping the environment. Speaking at a County Hall meeting in
Worcester he said proper investment in buses does far more to get people out of cars.
He said because so many P&R are not backed up by good quality bus services, cars often do
elaborate trips "detouring around ring roads" to reach them, resulting in no overall
congestion reduction. He said although he "didn't expect the research to show it", in some
cases they were so badly situated they added to traffic and said cities and towns would get
far better returns by focusing on "express bus services" where buses get more priority lanes,
genuine investment and extra support to become the travel of choice. “A lot of the problems
with transport policy is because we think about cities, but very few people actually live in
cities, they live in urban areas - that is what we need to focus on," he said.
He told the committee he had examined P&R for Bath, and came to the conclusion it would
only be a success if it came with "considerable investment" in buses stretching all the way
out into areas people lived to eliminate the car aspect of it. "If you did that, more people
would use the buses" he said.
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During a Q&A Councillor Ken Pollock, the committee chairman, asked him if "edge of city"
park and rides like Perdiswell could ever work. "You may have seen we scrapped one park
and ride (Perdiswell), nearly ended another and had plans for six at one stage but three or
four were scrapped before they got started - can an edge of city park and ride work?"
Professor Parkhurst said it would depend on many factors like city centre parking charges,
later adding that a better buses strategy is more important. "There is value in P&R, but it's
not great enough to justify the cost," he said. "Bus lanes work, in fact it is one of the few
things in local transport that you can be sure will work." He said councils would be "better
off" investing in better bus routes further away from cities to reduce the need for car trips in
the first place.
Since its closure the old Perdiswell P&R, is kept secure by big concrete bollards and huge
metal fencing to keep trespassers like travellers out at a cost of £3,000 per month.
Perdiswell was used 450,000 times in 2008, before declining to just 274,935.
http://m.worcesternews.co.uk/news/11631616.Forget_park_and_ride_and_focus_on_yo
ur_bus_routes__congestion_guru_tells_council/
Ipswich too is having second thoughts. In December 2105 the County Council’s scrutiny
committee reviewed Park & Ride services and agreed that if they were not able to break
even by the end of the current contract then the remaining sites should close.
Operators of the town’s two P&R schemes have been warned that they have three months
to come up with ideas to save the service, which has already cost the council three-quarters
of a million pounds in subsidies. Ipswich County Council is subsidising each P&R user to the
tune of £3.27 per visit and councillors now believe this is not sustainable and that they
simply cannot afford to carry on in this way.
Ipswich currently has two Park & Ride sites; one at Martlesham and one at Copdock. A third,
at Bury Road, closed in January 2011
This assessment has been made despite the fact that that the two remaining sites are on
average over 70% full. Both have 550 spaces, the London Road site was 67% full on average
across the year, and Martlesham was 76% full on average across the year.
This occupancy rate is greater than experienced by Bath’s P&R but nevertheless Ipswich’s
sites cost council taxpayers £712,000 a year in subsidies (£356,000 per site). In 2014,
London Road averaged 365 cars a day and Martlesham averaged 416 cars a day. The
indication is that this number has dropped much further during 2015, by around 3.4%.
Suffolk cabinet member for Transport James Finch blamed the relatively low cost of town
centre cark parks for the decline and stated that “Ipswich Borough Council has plans to
increase car parking provision in the town centre. If there was a shortage of car parking in
the town centre then park and ride would be an attractive option but it doesn’t appear that
the current or future situation will offer the Park and Ride service as a financially viable
operation”.
http://www.eadt.co.uk/news/ipswich_park_and_ride_threatened_by_spending_cuts_1_4
328453
http://ipswichspy.com/politics/councils/item/4069-ibc-park-ride-closure-would-be-abody-blow-to-town-centre
http://www.ipswichstar.co.uk/news/park_and_ride_closed_due_to_losses_says_transpo
rt_chief_1_707034
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In 2007 Swindon council announced that the Wroughton P&R was operating at half capacity
would be mothballed. The site was opened in April 2002 at a cost of £2m, but the price tag
soon proved to be a millstone round Swindon Council's neck. An investigation in August of
that year showed that of 132 bus journeys made on one day, 76 had no passengers. Just 190
people were seen on the buses, and less than 80 cars were parked there all day.
There had been some who had already said it was a waste of money before it even opened.
In October 2001 council leader Mike Bawden said the ruling Conservative group were having
second thoughts. It was predicted to lose £200,000 in its first year and Coun Bawden said
there were serious considerations about whether that money could have been better spent
on the education and social services departments, which at the time were struggling.
However, while the Tories had doubts of the scheme's merits, the Labour and Liberal
Democrat groups were adamant it had to be completed and kept running.
At the time of the closure Coun Peter Greenhalgh, Swindon Council's cabinet member for
highways, transport and strategic planning said "Obviously we could spend more money on
promoting the site, but there are certain issues with regard to access and it is not being used
by as many people as we would have hoped” He added ‘I'm sure the previous administration
decided on Wroughton as a P&R with the best of intentions, but there are sites that could
have been better….. hindsight is a wonderful thing."
http://www.swindonadvertiser.co.uk/news/1142410.Park_and_ride_is_mothballed/
11.4

Problems with disused sites

A further problem can be encountered when P&R is abandoned and sites become
redundant. Preston’s Bluebell Way site in Fulwood was built in 2009 at a cost of £2m but
closed less than 2 years later in 2010 because it was rarely used and was costing £40,000 a
year to run.
Since then it has cost the council £1,000 a year to maintain the car park and it has had to
bear the cost of evicting travellers from the site in March 2013. Hopes that it would become
a business park seem not to have materialised.
http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-england-lancashire-21670208
11.5 Seasonal effects
In Cardiff the council has seen that occupancy can vary significantly across the year. Monthly
income from their The Pentwyn site fluctuates was found to fluctuate between £4,532 and
£21,556 in the peak Christmas shopping period, although most months the average is
around £10,000.
The £4m purpose-built park and ride was opened in 2012 as part of the city’s attempt to
beat congestion and promote public transport but The Pentwyn facility costs five times as
much to run as it brings in from commuters in an average month, resulting in losses of
£50,000 a month.
http://www.walesonline.co.uk/news/wales-news/park-ride-losing-50000-each1925762
The Alliance Scrutiny Submission

15th March 2016

Page 62 of 79

The Alliance
Other authorities have found that their sites are only really viable during busy periods and
seasonal events. In Poole a site that was developed on Green Belt and is now only used for
P&R on Saturdays before Christmas but, even this had to be suspended for a period last year
due to occupation by Travellers.
Losses of more than £1,000 a day in 2003 had led to the closure of the Creekmoor P&R site.
On its quietest day the site was responsible for just 67 journeys. Lack of demand was blamed
on delays in the delivery of a regeneration scheme at Dolphin quays and less pressure on
town centre parking due to the loss of a major employer, but in fact demand for this site has
never materialised.
http://www.wave105.com/news/local/travellers-force-park-and-ride-closure/
The same issue has been observed in Weymouth where the council has admitted that their
1000 space park and ride scheme is only well used during the summer when the town is host
to many visitors and special events. They closed the facility in October and it will not reopen
it until the first of April. This measure has been taken to stem operating losses of £450 a day.
Cllr Peter Finney, the council’s cabinet member for environment, said: “It is clear that the
service is invaluable in the summer, especially when the town hosts special events such as
the seafood festival and, of course, carnival day. But the uptake from workers and regular
visitors hasn’t been enough to continue the service during the winter.”
In 2014 councillors saw a report showing that Weymouth’s P&R was operating at a loss of of
£13,500 per month During 2014 it reached full capacity only once when Weymouth
Carnival was staged. It reached over 90 per cent capacity on only 22 days of the year.
Dorset County Council had previously warned that both the Weymouth site and the
Dorchester P&R sites were underused and that more efforts were needed to encourage
workers to park out of town.
Remarkably it was suggested that bigger sites should be investigated, despite the fact that
Weymouth’s Mount Pleasant has capacity for 1,159 vehicles but attracts fewer than 100 cars
a day in the winter months, resulting in running costs of £278,000 a year but an income of
only about £100,000.
A report to the Environment Overview Committee suggested that P&R could remove
'thousands of miles of commuter travel' along the A354 and around Dorchester improving
air quality and reducing carbon emissions. But it went on to say that use of the county
council's P&R operations was far below a level that will enable costs to be met. Importantly
it was stated that developing an improved P&R service alone would not be sufficient to
generate significant additional usage and that further support such as town-centre parking
restrictions, including the removal of existing free parking would be required.
However the transport spokesman for Weymouth and Portland Borough Council Cllr
Christine James said it was vital DCC officers spoke to local Councillors about the issues
rather than spouting 'hot air', particularly as the borough has just completed a major parking
strategy. She said: “It has been known for a while that park and ride is underused. It's a good
concept but people want the convenience of parking in the centre.
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She added: “What is concerning is there are P&R buses running empty all day and there are
parts of Weymouth which no longer have a bus service so maybe they could re-route them
to serve communities.”
http://www.dorsetecho.co.uk/news/13719203.Weymouth_park_and_ride_to_close_ove
r_winter_months/
http://www.dorsetecho.co.uk/news/12957423.ECHO_INVESTIGATES__Weymouth_par
k_and_ride_losing___450_per_day__but_model_won_t_be_changed_for_another_two_years
/
http://www.dorsetecho.co.uk/news/11287546.Council_chiefs_look_to_increase_park_a
nd_ride_usage_in_Weymouth_and_Dorchester/
http://www.dorsetecho.co.uk/news/5374798.Park_and_ride_loses___36_000_in_six_we
eks/
http://www.bournemouthecho.co.uk/news/10740317.Poole_park_and_ride____not_avai
lable_for_traveller_transit_site___/
11.6

Flagship cities

Even in cities where P&R is considered a success they are not without problems and these
cities still grapple with congestion and emissions.
Oxford has five Park & Rides but there is a continual round of frustration, disagreement and
expansion, onto green belt, from the original sites around the Oxford ring road outwards to
surrounding towns. The current ring road sites attract so many cars that the area around
Oxford has become an ever-tightening band of congestion and delays. All of this is set in the
context of Oxford remaining one of the most car-congested cities in the UK. The roads are so
clogged with cars that bus and taxi journeys within the city are of unacceptable duration.
While the present P&R sites have succeeded very well in easing traffic congestion within
Oxford, the major problem is now on the approach roads to Oxford as the traffic wanting to
get to the P & R car parks fights against the through traffic that just wants to get past Oxford.
The solution according to the Oxfordshire County Council is to close the existing Park &
Rides, move them outside the ring road and to focus on a rapid transit network of bus routes
serving the these sites. New sites at Eynsham, Cumnor, Lodge Hill, Sandford, Langford Lane
in Kidlington and the A34 east of Kidlington have been proposed to replace those at
Seacourt, Redbridge and Pear Tree.
But the plans put forward by the County Council are at odds with recent announcements by
the Oxford City Council that its Pear Tree and Seacourt sites would be expanded.
The three sites earmarked for closure are owned and operated by the City Council and in the
last year generated about £770,000 for the authority. This year coming they have been
budgeted to make just under £910,000. City council leader Bob Price said: “They [the county
council] have not discussed these plans with us and clearly we are not in favour at this stage.
“It would simply mean transferring the assets of the city to some far-flung location that
might not even be accessible for commuters.”
The city intends to push ahead with expansion and believe that the proposals to close the
existing P&R sites have been promoted in the absence of data analysis and a clear, funded
plan for implementation of the alternative provision.
The Alliance Scrutiny Submission

15th March 2016

Page 64 of 79

The Alliance
The County’s new plan would almost double the overall number of park-and-ride spaces
from about 5,000 to 9,400. The biggest sites would include 1,700 spaces at the Kidlington
A34 junction and another 1,600 at the Lodge Hill A34 junction. Thornhill P&R is pegged to
take on more than 450 extra spaces and Water Eaton is to be used predominantly for train
passengers using the new Oxford Parkway station.
David Nimmo Smith, cabinet member for transport, described the proposals as "part of an
overall strategy designed to get people to travel by more sustainable modes of transport. If
you capture them further out it means there's going to be fewer cars coming into the city,
and that's got to be a good thing."
These plans have also met with opposition from the Campaign to Protect Rural England
(CPRE) who believe the massive sites would undermine the openness and permanence of
the green belt, encroach upon the countryside and "turn Oxford's green belt into a car park.
It their view it would shift the problem rather than solving it.
This is not the first time the two councils have been out of step. In 2013 the City introduced
a £2 fee at their P&R sites to park for up to 11 hours. This led to a drop in use but an increase
in revenue. A BBC Freedom of Information (FOI) request to Oxfordshire County Council
revealed vehicles using Water Eaton reached 172,678 in 2013 but dropped to 106,516 in the
last financial year. During the same period revenue jumped from £98,608 to £174,055.
The council said a fall in the number of people parking at the site was expected. Revenue
also increased at the council's other site at Thornhill - from £351,928 to £609,050 over the
same period. But the change in usage was at a point when Oxford City Council had
introduced charges in their park and ride sites while the county council sites remained free.
When the County Council later introduced charges at its sites the distribution of parking
rebalanced. However, nearby residents have complained charges have led to commuters
parking on residential roads.
http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-england-oxfordshire-32064912
http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-england-oxfordshire-32815420
http://www.thisisoxfordshire.co.uk/news/13770570.Plan_to_double_park___ride_site_p
rompts_more_flooding_fears/
http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-england-oxfordshire-34266135
http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-england-oxfordshire-32607314
http://www.oxfordmail.co.uk/news/11747109.Oxford_City_Council_promises_to_keep_its_
park_and_ride_sites_op
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12. COMMUNITY PROPOSAL
This report has demonstrated that there are extreme risks of the council going ahead with
the planned P&R to the east of Bath. Those risks are legal, financial and political. So, if the
council can’t go ahead as planned what can they do?
At present the council do not have evidence of need for a P&R to the east. The Council has
no understanding of who travels where and for what purpose. It is then not surprising that
the council does not have the support of the local community.
12.1

So, if the council cannot proceed with a P&R to the east what can they do?

This section contains alternative measures that the council could take now, or could take in
the future once the required evidence base has been assembled on which Councillors can
take reasonable decisions.
Use the spare capacity at Lansdown P&R by creating better signage and improving access
roads.
Based on the yearly trend of actual usage of P&Rs in Bath, the Alliance has shown that at the
busiest time of day Lansdown has an average occupancy 56%.
Spare capacity is a wasted resource that would not be accepted in the private sector.
The community believes that further investment in infrastructure should only be made when
existing capacity is close to being exceeded. This is not the case in Bath. Instead, we suggest
using this spare capacity before embarking on a costly new Park & Ride.
More of the traffic entering the city from the A46 can be redirected to Lansdown P&R. The
main barriers to this at the moment are poor signage and poor road access. But both these
can be overcome.
Road access to Lansdown P&R:
•

The route from the Cold Ashton roundabout involves a left turn at Toghill from the
A420 onto Freezing Hill Lane. This is not a problem for inbound traffic. But traffic
leaving the Park &Ride site has to make a difficult right turn at this junction onto the
A420. Installing a roundabout here would greatly facilitate this manoeuvre and
improve safety.

•

Freezing Hill Lane is a narrow two-lane road, not suited to heavy traffic. But the
carriageway could be widened.

•

At the junction of Freezing Hill Lane with the Bath Road from Wick, at Battlefields,
the inbound traffic has to give way on a steep uphill gradient. This leads to regular
tailbacks. A reversal of traffic priorities (giving cars coming up Freezing Hill Lane
priority over those coming up the Bath Road) or a mini roundabout would ease this
problem lot.
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Signage to Lansdown P&R:
The Lansdown Park & Ride should be used by drivers coming from the north of Bath.
However cars currently coming down the A46 are not directed adequately to Lansdown.
The first (and only significant) sign directing people to Lansdown is close to the junction with
the unclassified Gorse Lane, which is used as a “rat run” by cars approaching Bath from the
north. This sign (which is in poor condition) is intended to encourage drivers to use the
A46/A420 route, avoiding this “rat run”. However it directs people to Lansdown P&R without
making clear to visitors that this is a P&R for Bath. Strangers visiting the area would have no
idea where or what Lansdown is, and instead follow the more prominent brown signs to the
Spa and Roman Baths which direct drivers along the A46 into Bath.
We need to have clear signs on the roads south of the M4 at Tormarton, starting at the
Motorway junction itself, to ensure that people are aware of the P&R site at Lansdown and
are encouraged to use it. The community suggests that these signs say Bath (North) or Bath
(Lansdown) so that it is clear that the site is for people visiting Bath. The brown tourist signs
could also be used to direct day visitors to use the P&R rather than continue along the A46
into the city.
Use spare capacity at all P&R sites by improving communication and signage
The community believes that more can be done to redirect cars from the city centre to Park
& Ride sites on the periphery, so that these become the car parks of choice for visitors to the
City.
Visitors to the city are not currently directed to Park & Ride as a first choice;
•

The top Google hit when searching ‘parking in Bath’ is the Visit Bath website.
http://visitbath.co.uk/travel-and-maps/parking-in-bath

The list of car parks does not include Park and Rides
•

The next listing is Bathnes parking webpage.
http://www.bathnes.gov.uk/services/parking-and-travel/car-parking/parkingbath

This shows all car parks including Park and Ride on an interactive map. It also lists car parks
and their tariffs, but this excludes Park and Ride. There is no information on the cost of
using Park and Ride and visitors are not encouraged to use P&R sites.
•

The next listing is Bathnes Parking & travel options page
http://www.bathnes.gov.uk/services/parking-and-travel/car-parking

This has a useful video, but it describes Charlotte Street as ‘the best value (place to park) for
tourism and work’, rather than promoting the Park & Rides.
•

Fourth on the Google listing is http://www.bathcarparks.co.uk
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This shows all currently available parking spaces in Bath including the Park & Rides. But as
there is usually spare capacity in the city centre car parks, it does not offer an incentive to
use the Park & Rides.
The community believes that better signage and online information, plus ‘live’ information
boards at strategic entrances to the city, would encourage more visitors to use the existing
Park & Rides and increase the usage figures. Work place and school travel plans should
reinforce this message.
12.1

Address seasonal demand fluctuations

The Alliance has shown, in its analysis of the actual yearly data for Park & Ride usage in Bath,
that around 75% of P&R users are likely to be shoppers and day-trippers.
Some visitors will use city centre car parks, and they are likely to leave the city around the
same time as commuters when attractions and shops close, compounding traffic problems in
the evening rush hour.
The P&R sites are busiest on Saturdays and at certain times of year such as during the
Christmas Market. The busiest day last year was the 5th of December, when the Christmas
Market and a Bath Rugby game combined meant that parking capacity was exceeded at all
three Park and Rides.
But these are things that can be predicted and avoided by proper peak demand
management and measures such as providing overflow parking, and programmes to shift the
time that visitors leave the city to beyond the rush hour.
Bath Racecouse can be used as a seasonal overflow P&R site.
Its close proximity to Lansdown means that it could be served by a short extension to the
P&R bus service for this site. Parking has been provided previously by the Racecourse during
for the Bath Marathon and for coach parking during the Christmas Market period. It is
possible that this solution could also be offered for Bath rugby home games and other
events as required.
There are likely to be other potential seasonal sites next to the other Park & Ride sites at
Odd Down and Newbridge. For example, Newton Park campus or Wessex Water car park
which are not used at weekends
12.3

Address the school run

The Alliance believes that a significant amount of traffic at peak times is being created by the
school run. During school holidays our roads are clear. Travel surveys need to be conducted
to establish the size of this problem and appropriate resources need to be redirected into
this area to tackle it. Unfortunately when we look at what is being done by the council this
does not seem to be enough.
There are over 24,000 schools in the UK, and over 8 million pupils. It is estimated that
school transportation choices directly affect over 9 million people daily, and 15 – 20 million
when you take into account parents, guardians, other family members, the wider school
community and local residents.
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Until the 1980s, most pupils walked, cycled, or took public transport to school. In the 1980s
and 1990s, a combination of increased car ownership, lifestyle changes, and increased
perception of street danger, led to a dramatic increase in the number of pupils travelling to
school by car – so that in the 10 years between 1986 and 1996, the number of trips to school
by car rose from 16% of the total to 29%. The accompanying rise in congestion, pollution
and obesity brought Government attention to School travel, who established the Travelling
to School Initiative in 2004, designed to bring about a step change in school travel patterns
to cut congestion and pollution and encourage pupils to take regular exercise. All schools
were required to develop a School Travel Plan (STP) by March 2010, and all Local Authorities
were given funding to appoint School Travel Advisors to work with schools to develop and
implement their plans.
The traffic picture in Bath is heavily influenced by school traffic. On a school holiday, traffic
along the London Road, one of Bath’s most congested access routes, is transformed. Traffic
figures are substantially reduced, and remaining traffic flows more freely. It is plain that
investment by BANES in infrastructure and “soft measures” designed to re-direct school
travel patterns back to the more sustainable style of the pre-1990s could make a significant
and positive contribution to cutting congestion and pollution levels in Bath.
Whilst investment in a sustainable school travel strategy is clearly a sensible thing to do, it is
also a statutory requirement, imposed upon the Council by primary legislation (the
Education Act 1996), and Department of Transport Guidance; the DoT’s most recent is the
Home to School Travel and Transport Guidance of July 2014. This is statutory guidance
which means local authorities are under a duty to have regard to it when carrying out their
duties in relation to home to school travel and transport, and sustainable travel.
In order therefore to comply with their statutory home to school transport duties local
authorities must promote the use of sustainable travel and transport.
Section 508A of the Education Act 1996 (the Act) places a general duty on local authorities to
promote the use of sustainable travel and transport. There are five main elements to the
duty which local authorities must undertake:
an assessment of the travel and transport needs of children, and young people within
the authority’s area;
• an audit of the sustainable travel and transport infrastructure within the authority’s
area that may be used when travelling to and from, or between schools/institutions;
• a strategy to develop the sustainable travel and transport infrastructure within the
authority so that the travel and transport needs of children and young people are
best catered for;
• the promotion of sustainable travel and transport modes on the journey to, from,
and between schools and other institutions; and
• the publication of a Sustainable Modes of Travel Strategy on the Council website, by
31 August every year.
The Act defines sustainable modes of travel as those that the local authority considers may
improve the physical well-being of those who use them, the environmental well-being of all
or part of the local authority’s area, or a combination of the two.
•
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Audits of school routes are key to developing infrastructure to improve accessibility to
schools. Mapping exercises need to be conducted to show how schools are served by bus
and other public transport routes, footpaths, cycle ways, and other sustainable solutions.
How Councils deliver on their duty to promote sustainable school travel should also be
informed by local walking, cycling, and bus strategies.
The Government requires Councils to “deliver broad” on their sustainable school travel duty,
not only providing health benefits for children, and their families, through active journeys
such as walking and cycling but also delivering significant environmental improvements,
through reduced levels of congestion and improvements in air quality to which children are
particularly vulnerable.
The fact that the Government ambition for sustainability in school travel is so great, and is
backed with statutory force, should provide a real focus for BANES in this area.
So what is BANES doing to meet its statutory obligations with regard to Sustainable School
Travel?
The answer to this is somewhat opaque. BANES has no published Sustainable Modes of
Travel Strategy, nor has had for some years. It would appear that a decision was taken in to
abandon development and implementation of a Sustainable Modes of Travel Strategy, in
favour of a roll out of a handful of specific projects funded by the Local Sustainable
Transport Fund West Major Scheme. The information available about these is limited and
not easy to interpret, but these funded projects do not typically have travel to school as their
specific focus, and those few that do, appear generally to be of a “pilot” nature. It is not
clear why BANES believed that this funding, or the nature of the projects funded, exonerated
it from a requirement to meet its statutory obligations under the Education Act 1996 or the
DoT 2014 Guidance; there is no evidence that this should have been the case.
So, whilst there has been some project work by BANES over the last four years directed to
Sustainable Travel to School, this has been limited, in scope, ambition, and funding. The
future of these projects, and any improved focus on sustainable travel to school is unclear
now that funding under the LSTF scheme is coming to an end. Yet there is opportunity to do
so much more, if suitable resource, both financial and human were devoted to this vital
workstream.
Sustainability in school travel is recognised nationally as capable of delivering real benefits to
the health and environment of our community, but cannot possibly do so if it continues to
be given token regard and to suffer from chronic underfunding. Doesn’t it make sense to
allocate funding, and commitment of time and effort to bring about a real sea change in the
way BANES children travel to school? Doesn’t it make sense to explore the magnitude of
difference which sustainability in school travel could make across the Council area by
sensible funding and focus in this area, before the Armageddon of a Park & Ride on our
Green Belt is pursued?
Other possible alternative transport measures are set out at appendix 2.
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Appendix

13.1

PLANNING

The following are all policy constrains that would need to be overcome in order to obtain
planning consent for a Park & Ride facility on Bathampton Meadow. They relate in varying
degrees to sites A, B and F.
Local policy
Saved policies from the 2007 Bath Plan would not permit such development.
Policy T.22 has safeguarded the section of land at Lambridge adjacent to the A4 for Park and
Ride.
Any other site would need to satisfy a test that there would be no Unacceptable impact on;
•

Green Belt

•

Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty

•

the open countryside

•

the World Heritage Site

•

agriculture

The proposal is also contrary to so many other local planning policies that it is difficult to list
all of them here. Many were set out in appendix A of the Halcrow report.
National Planning Policy Framework – The Green Belt
The National Planning Policy Framework only allows for the development of Park and Ride
Sites on the Green Belt where:
1. The P&R sites need to be in a Green Belt location, AND
2. it would preserve the openness of the Green Belt, AND
3. it would not conflict with the purposes of including land in the Green Belt.
You must satisfy not one of these, but all three
You have considered sites outside the Green Belt and so clearly any Park and Ride does not
need to be in the Green Belt. A park and ride would obliterate a large swathe of Green Belt
so would not preserve the openness of the Green Belt and would conflict with the purpose
of the Green Belt as set out in the National Planning Policy Framework.
The council has recently reviewed the Green Belt around Bath, testing it against the 5
purposes set out in National Planning Policy Guidance. This has allowed B&NES to redefine
the Green Belt, releasing land for housing at Keynsham. But importantly, at Bathampton, you
have reaffirmed that the meadow still serves these purposes and should be retained.
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The only other planning argument open to the Council therefore is to claim that ‘Very
Special Circumstances” exist. National Planning Policy Framework states;
‘Very special circumstances’ will not exist unless the potential harm to the Green Belt by
reason of inappropriateness, and any other harm, is clearly outweighed by other
considerations.
This report, and the evidence contained within it demonstrates that Park & Ride is not as
effective as the council perceive it to be at attracting commuters or removing traffic from
the city’s roads. It has also been shown that placing a Park & Ride facility on Bathampton
Meadows would not improve air quality on London Road and would worse it to the east.
It is therefore difficult to see how the harm to the Green Belt could be outweighed by other
considerations.
National Planning Policy Framework - Heritage
National Planning Policy Framework at 3.3.1 protects heritage assets including Scheduled
Monuments, listed buildings and World Heritage sites. Appendix A of the Halcrow Report
states clearly that;
•
•

•
•

The Park and Ride site would be visible from two scheduled Monuments at Brown’s
Folly and Solsbury hill
There are dozens of listed buildings within 250 meters of sites F and B including
Bathampton Church and surrounding buildings, Bathampton Manor, the Flour Mill
and the toll bridge.
Site B is situated just 100m from of the City of Bath World Heritage Site and 80m
north of the Bathampton Conservation Area.
There are likely to be views of the site from locations within Bath, Batheaston and
Bathampton Conservation Areas.

Section 132 of the National Planning Policy Framework requires local planning
authorities to take account of heritage assets and the positive contribution that
conservation of heritage assets can make to sustainable communities including their
economic vitality. The authority must give great weight to the asset’s conservation.
Significance can be harmed by development within its setting. As heritage assets are
irreplaceable, any harm or loss should require clear and convincing justification.
Substantial harm to or loss of designated heritage assets of the highest significance,
notably scheduled monuments, protected wreck sites, battlefields, grade I and II* listed
buildings, grade I and II* registered parks and gardens, and World Heritage Sites, should
be wholly exceptional. Section 133 requires Local planning authorities to refuse consent,
unless it can be demonstrated that the substantial harm or loss is necessary to achieve
substantial public benefits that outweigh that harm or loss.
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Nature and Environment
National Planning Policy Framework at 3.3.2 also protects the natural and local environment.
Appendix A of the Halcrow report sets out these constraints:
•
•
•

The sites lie within the Forest of Avon and Bathford and Limpley Stoke Valley
Landscape Character Area.
There would be views of the site from the Limestone Way.
The sites would impact on the Cotswolds’ AONB

Bathampton Meadows is considered to be the last green corridor into the Heritage City and
is highly visible for miles around. According to the Halcrow review;
‘the landscape quality of the site is considered High to Moderate by virtue of the fact
that it forms part of and is characteristic of the wider, semi-natural valley landscape
which contributes to the unique character of the city rather than the localised value of
its constituent parts.’
National Planning Policy Framework, Section 115 States that; Great weight should be given
to conserving landscape and scenic beauty in National Parks, the Broads and Areas of
Outstanding Natural Beauty, which have the highest status of protection in relation to
landscape and scenic beauty.
Section 118 states that; if significant harm resulting from a development cannot be avoided
(through locating on an alternative site with less harmful impacts), adequately mitigated, or,
as a last resort, compensated for, then planning permission should be refused.
Visual Impact
The Halcrow review lists almost 500 properties as ‘visual receptors’ that would be affected
by site B. It adds that the access infrastructure would affect many more. This makes it very
different from the existing Park and Ride sites, these are not overlooked and affect few if any
properties. Whilst not a planning consideration it itself, this is likely to result in a high
number of objections from surrounding residents.
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Appendix 13.2
Alternative transport
The Alliance firmly believes that there are limited things that can be done in the absence of
proper traffic and behavioural studies. This appendix is therefore a discussion of possible
alternatives that could be considered once that work is carried out. It also recognises some
good initiatives already begun in Bath that could be approached with more vigour.
We already know some of the things that work:
·Making it cheaper to travel by public transport: for example, it currently costs a
family less to travel by car into Bath and park, than to get the bus. Bus fares are
expensive because usage rates are low. This cycle needs to be broken. By attracting a
critical mass of bus-users and encouraging new travel behaviours, buses can be run
long-term with lower fares.
· Congestion charging: this can be a blunt instrument but we know that with careful
planning it can work. Traffic in central London for example fell by 10% in the first 10
years of the congestion charge being introduced. Refinements could include only
charging at specific periods of the day; exemptions for those living in and around the
charging zone; or targeting through-traffic only. An added bonus of congestion
charging is that it can encourage car-sharing, to offset the cost of the charge.
· Improving local rail services, which the council is supporting through the
MetroWest project
· Investing in safe walking and cycling routes (see below), and
· Measures to ensure the protection of bus services to the villages east of Bath - and
we welcome the council’s support for this in the resolution of 12th November.
The Alliance also gives cautious support to the introduction of a Low Emission Zone,
provided it does not export emissions from the centre to outlying villages.
There are many positive transport measures set out in the Getting Around Bath
transport Strategy. But the Alliance’s concern is that this policy as yet has no
implementation plan, no set targets for bringing down congestion or improving air
quality, and no system for monitoring components of the plan as they are rolled out.
We urge B&NES to look at this.
‘Hard’ and ‘soft’ measures:
The Getting Around Bath Transport Strategy recognises that a combination of “hard” and
“soft” measures are going to be needed to deliver its vision of reducing the impact of traffic
in Bath. A Park and Ride to the East of Bath is the pre-eminent example of a “hard” measure
– a highly visible, controversial, expensive investment in capital infrastructure.
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But what the community proposes is: let us work with you, the Council, and transport
professionals, to try to make more visible the council’s commitment to delivering ‘soft’
measures – low-cost high value-for-money initiatives that will bring that modal shift which,
in conjunction with new technologies, will lead to the reduction in congestion and pollution
that we all want.
These can include:
•

•

•

•

•
•

•

Car clubs: (which already exist in Bath, but we suggest there is scope for further
promotion.) A review of evidence commissioned by the Highways Agency, the
Department for Health and the SouthWest RDA (1) concluded that car club members
drive around 5,000 miles less than a car owner, saving around 1,500kgs of carbon a
year;
Travel plans: targeting individual households, discussing how they travel, looking at
other options, maybe giving free bus passes or free cycle route maps. An EU survey
(quoted by Parkhurst need to find reference) showed these personalised measures
reduced car driver journeys by 8-12%.
Car sharing: promoting car sharing through the workplace and through schools;
giving preferential parking spaces, for example, to car sharers. The same evaluation
quoted above (1) found that every car commute saved through car sharing reduces
carbon by around 1,000kgs a year.
iCollective Mobility: e-platforms that give people up to the minute information and
options on how to travel from A to B, in particular information on car and taxi sharing
- car clubs, pool cars, or taxibuses (like the taxibus service currently being piloted in
north Bristol taking employees from suburbs with poor public transport to
employment areas such as Avonmouth docks).
Walking for Health initiatives (which are already promoted on the Bathnes website,
Walks Information Packs, Active Travel to School
Decommissioning older taxis and buses: London for example has announced that
from 2018 only taxis that are zero-emissions capable will receive a licence; it also has
a large hybrid bus fleet (the largest in fact in Europe).
Providing the infrastructure: affordable public transport & cycle routes (cycling is
dealt with separately below) at the points where people need them; recharging
points to encourage more take-up of electric car

There are two areas in particular that we believe should be targeted:
· The Workplace: encouraging employers (hospitals, schools, etc) to promote car sharing (as
above); to put in washing facilities (showers, etc) and lockers for cyclists or runners; provide
safe storage areas for bicycles; remove free parking as a perk. The same EU survey quoted
above (2) showed that workplace-based measures reduced car use by 4-18%.
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· Schools: School-related traffic makes a significant contribution to peak-hour traffic in and
around Bath. The figures that we have seen from the Council suggest school-related traffic
accounts for 10% of all traffic flows, although we believe that this figure is actually far higher
and that much of it is attached to a commute to work. Even when we take into account the
fact that working parents often take holiday at the same time as their children, we can all
see for ourselves how clear the roads are at peak times during school holidays.
• Reduce school bus fares: It costs £3 a day for a return ticket for a child travelling
from Batheaston to Ralph Allen School. For families with more than one child at
school, the cost becomes considerable and in many cases prohibitive, making
travelling by car the preferred option.
• Work with schools to produce individual school travel plans: these should
promote walking to school and, for older pupils, cycling to school (providing parents
and pupils with information on safe walking and cycling routes, and providing
facilities at school to store bicycles and running/walking gear). They should also
promote car-sharing (perhaps with a car-sharing database, held by the school but
used to help parents/carers access information).
Two out of the three schools in the eastern villages have never had a travel plan
(Batheaston and Bathford primary schools). St Mark’s secondary school also does
not have a travel plan (although secondary school pupils use public transport more
than primary school pupils). However, we know the difference that a travel plan can
make. St Saviours primary school for example has created a modal shift among
parents; by regular focus on a travel plan, the school has seen car drop-offs fall
between 2008 and 2010 from 22% to 15% (compared to a primary school average of
c.32%).
Travel plans also give parents a forum to voice concerns; and often relatively simple
improvements, such as providing lighting in passageways, better crossing points or
traffic calming measures, can answer those concerns and make walking, cycling or
bus usage a more attractive option.
Best practice from around the country and Europe – and Cycling:
We are lucky to have some impressive examples of best practice from around the UK, and
further afield, of how local authorities and governments have successfully tackled
congestion and pollution in their towns and cities, and together with the council, we hope
that we can all learn from these.
In particular we thought it useful to highlight the example of the London Borough of
Hackney. In recent years, Hackney has brought in a series of changes which cumulatively
have resulted in cycling in Hackney growing faster than anywhere else in the UK, and helped
to transform Hackney into one of London’s most ‘liveable’ boroughs. Cycling now accounts
for 6% of journeys in Hackney (compared with a London-wide target of 5%). And more
residents in Hackney now cycle than drive.
How has Hackney achieved this?
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• All of Hackney's residential streets are now 20mph zones, and most are also
controlled parking zones. Many streets have point road closures to reduce ratrunning, and make them safer for cyclists, pedestrians and children playing. All side
streets have speed-tables (an extended and flat speed bump) to encourage drivers to
slow down.
• Permeability or 'invisible engineering': giving cyclists maximum route choice with
minimum diversion i.e. making it as easy as possible to travel directly from A to B by
bike. Hackney doesn’t have many dedicated cycle lanes, but allows cycles to access
roads where motor traffic is not permitted (one-way streets for example) and
promotes an acceptance of cyclists sharing the highway.
• Hackney has introduced more dropped kerbs than any other borough, and
removed pavement parking from over 60 streets. Pavements have been widened and
more bus lanes have been added, which is better for buses and also protects cyclists
from general traffic.
• Hackney has a very sophisticated and effective cycling lobby group which works
very closely with the council to promote cycling, including Dr Bike sessions, free cycle
training for adults and children, free cycling maps. The Council also has mandatory
cyclist awareness training for its HGV driving staff and contractors.
• Thousands of cycle racks have been provided on footpaths and roads, and there is
secure cycle storage on estates and residential streets and at stations.
• A Smarter Travel team works with schools, hospital and businesses to promote
cycling as an alternative to car use.
The community is not suggesting that Bath introduce all these measures, but we believe that
as a city we can learn from Hackney’s example. We have a passionate and growing cycling
community in Bath that would welcome the chance to work with the council to make Bath a
safer city for cyclists, and promote cycling as people’s preferred travel option.
HGVs and LGVs
As we know, HGVs and LGVs now account for 17% of trips along the London Road, and HGVs
account for around 50% of the CO2 emissions.
Some possible solutions include, as mentioned above, introducing a low emissions zone,
restricting HGVs to off-peak hours, or congestion charging for high emission vehicles.
However, the council has already made considerable progress, we believe, with the little
publicized Urban Freight Consolidation Centre, set up in 2004 in conjunction with Bristol to
consolidate deliveries to 128 businesses in Bristol and Bath. In the 11 years to 2015, the
scheme reduced delivery journeys across both cities by a staggering 79.5%; saved 158 tons
of CO2, and removed more than 16,000 vehicle trips from the roads.
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As we understand it, the contract for the scheme was renewed in 2014 with DHL for a
further three years. Currently 34 businesses in Bath use the scheme, which means it needs
council subsidies to continue. However we believe that it would be possible to build the
scheme to make it financially self-supporting, and that it could be better marketed (there is
no mention of it, for example, on the BANES website). The council could re-introduce free or
discounted introductory packages (as were offered when the scheme first launched);
broadcast the green credentials of participating businesses; set up a working group with the
Bath Federation of Small Businesses to encourage higher take-up from its members; work to
resolve loading/ unloading/access difficulties which may be preventing take-up. The council
could also consider business rate differentials for companies that do and do not participate.
The infrastructure and operator are already in place, and this is too good a scheme to lose.
Conclusion:
We accept that soft measures alone are not likely to solve Bath’s congestion problems.
However techniques such as provision of detailed travel information on public transport, and
highly focused marketing techniques have been shown to have a measurable effect on
influencing consumer choice – and the cost, in real terms is negligible. According to
Department of Transport figures, introducing a range of behaviour-changing measures
concurrently across a city can result in car driver trips down by 9%, cycle trips up by 26-30%,
walking trips up by 10-13% and carbon reduction per head of population by 50kgs.
We are fortunate to have a highly articulate, educated and motivated community here in
Bath who believe in our city and want to make it one of the best places to live in the country.
Let’s work together to achieve this.
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