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RESPONSIBLE Mark Reynolds — Group Manager (Development
OFFICER: Management) (Telephone: 01225 477079)
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WARDS:

ALL

BACKGROUND PAPERS:

AN OPEN PUBLIC ITEM

BACKGROUND PAPERS

List of background papers relating to this report of the Group Manager, Development Management about applications/proposals for
Planning Permission etc. The papers are available for inspection online at http://planning.bathnes.gov.uk/PublicAccess/.

[1] Application forms, letters or other consultation documents, certificates, notices, correspondence and all drawings submitted by
and/or on behalf of applicants, Government Departments, agencies or Bath and North East Somerset Council in connection
with each application/proposal referred to in this Report.

[2] Department work sheets relating to each application/proposal as above.
[3] Responses on the application/proposals as above and any subsequent relevant correspondence from:
(0] Sections and officers of the Council, including:

Building Control

Environmental Services

Transport Development

Planning Policy, Environment and Projects, Urban Design (Sustainability)

(i) The Environment Agency

(i)  Wessex Water

(iv)  Bristol Water

(V) Health and Safety Executive

(vi)  British Gas

(vii)  Historic Buildings and Monuments Commission for England (English Heritage)

(viii)  The Garden History Society

(ix)  Royal Fine Arts Commission

(x) Department of Environment, Food and Rural Affairs

(xi)  Nature Conservancy Council

(xii)  Natural England

(xiii)  National and local amenity societies

(xiv)  Other interested organisations

(xv)  Neighbours, residents and other interested persons

(xvi)  Any other document or correspondence specifically identified with an application/proposal
[4] The relevant provisions of Acts of Parliament, Statutory Instruments or Government Circulars, or documents produced by the

Council or another statutory body such as the Bath and North East Somerset Local Plan (including waste and minerals policies)
adopted October 2007

The following notes are for information only:-

[1] “Background Papers” are defined in the Local Government (Access to Information) Act 1985 do not include those disclosing
“Exempt” or “Confidential Information” within the meaning of that Act. There may be, therefore, other papers relevant to an
application which will be relied on in preparing the report to the Committee or a related report, but which legally are not required
to be open to public inspection.



http://planning.bathnes.gov.uk/PublicAccess/

(2

(3]

(4]

ITEM
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The papers identified or referred to in this List of Background Papers will only include letters, plans and other documents
relating to applications/proposals referred to in the report if they have been relied on to a material extent in producing the
report.

Although not necessary for meeting the requirements of the above Act, other letters and documents of the above kinds
received after the preparation of this report and reported to and taken into account by the Committee will also be available for
inspection.

Copies of documents/plans etc. can be supplied for a reasonable fee if the copyright on the particular item is not thereby
infringed or if the copyright is owned by Bath and North East Somerset Council or any other local authority.

INDEX
APPLICATION NO. APPLICANTS NAME/SITE ADDRESS WARD: OFFICER: REC:
& TARGET DATE: and PROPOSAL
17/03774/0UT c/o Agent Widcombe Chris Gomm PERMIT

9 November 2017 34 - 35 Lower Bristol Road,
Westmoreland, Bath, Bath And North
East Somerset, BA2 3AZ
Outline application for the erection of
two buildings to provide residential
accommodation for students (up to 204
bedrooms) with ancillary
accommodation and facilities and
external courtyards, alterations to
existing pedestrian and vehicular
access, and associated infrastructure
following demolition of existing building.
Access, appearance, layout and scale
to be determined and landscaping

reserved.
17/03603/FUL Amanda and Robert Hawking Newbridge Samantha PERMIT
16 November 2017 9 Partis Way, Lower Weston, Bath, Mason

Bath And North East Somerset, BA1

3QG

Erection of single garage and detached
4 bed house with garage following
demolition of existing rear conservatory
and side extension (accommodating
garage) to existing dwelling

17/04031/FUL Mr B & Mrs A Fawcett Chew Valley Anna REFUSE
22 November 2017  The Paddocks, Pilgrims Way, Chew North Jotcham

Stoke, Bristol, Bath And North East

Somerset

Erection of a new dwelling
(Resubmission).

17/02313/FUL Mr & Mrs Sue & Andrew Milloy Bathavon Alice Barnes PERMIT
17 November 2017 6 High Bannerdown, Batheaston, Bath, North

Bath And North East Somerset, BA1

7Y

Erection of two storey side extension,

new front boundary wall and change of

layout of existing gardens.



05 17/03629/FUL Mr & Mrs B & J Hogg & Stratford Bathavon Adrian PERMIT

22 September 2017 Manor House Farm, North Stoke Lane, North Neilson
North Stoke, Bath, Bath And North East
Somerset

Widening of front entrance and garden
access with installation of aluminium
frame doors.

05 17/03630/LBA Mr & Mrs B & J Hogg & Stratford Bathavon Adrian CONSENT
22 September 2017 Manor House Farm, North Stoke Lane, North Neilson
North Stoke, Bath, Bath And North East
Somerset

Internal and external alterations for the
re-arrangement of internal stud walls,
exposing of original stone walling in
lobby and widening of garden and front
access with replacement aluminium
framed doors.

06 17/03930/FUL Mr & Mrs Tavender Kingsmead Chloe PERMIT
16 November 2017 1 Audley Avenue, Lower Weston, Bath, Buckingham
Bath And North East Somerset, BA1
3BL

Removal of front boundary low wall and
fence and formation of off street parking
with permeable hardstanding

REPORT OF THE GROUP MANAGER, DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT ON
APPLICATIONS FOR DEVELOPMENT

ltem No: 01

Application No:  17/03774/0UT

Site Location: 34 - 35 Lower Bristol Road Westmoreland Bath Bath And North East
Somerset BA2 3AZ
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Ward: Widcombe Parish: N/A LB Grade: N/A




Ward Members:  Councillor | A Gilchrist Councillor Jasper Martin Becker
Application Type: Outline Application

Proposal: Outline application for the erection of two buildings to provide
residential accommodation for students (up to 204 bedrooms) with
ancillary accommodation and facilities and external courtyards,
alterations to existing pedestrian and vehicular access, and
associated infrastructure following demolition of existing building.
Access, appearance, layout and scale to be determined and
landscaping reserved.

Constraints: Affordable Housing, Agric Land Class 3b,4,5, Air Quality Management
Area, Article 4, Bath Core Office Area, British Waterways Major and
EIA, British Waterways Minor and Householders, Contaminated Land,
Flood Zone 2, Flood Zone 3, LLFA - Flood Risk Management, MOD
Safeguarded Areas, Other Please specify, Other Please specify,
River Avon and Kennet & Avon Canal, SSSI - Impact Risk Zones,
World Heritage Site,

Applicant: c/o Agent

Expiry Date: 9th November 2017
Case Officer: Chris Gomm
REPORT

This application has been referred to the Development Management committee by the
Group Manager as this is a resubmission and the previous application was determined by
committee.

Background

This application seeks outline planning permission for the demolition of the Pickfords self-
storage building on Bath's Lower Bristol Road and its replacement with two buildings of
purpose-built student accommodation. Only landscaping is reserved for subsequent
approval and therefore the proposed means of access as well as the development's
appearance, layout and scale form part of the current application.

Members will recall that a previous similar application (also in Outline with all matters
reserved except landscaping) was refused by the Development Management committee in
May 2017 contrary to the officer's recommendation (Ref: 16/05504/0OUT).

The Proposal

The proposal involves the provision of 204 student bedrooms the majority of which will be
within cluster flats of various sizes. The proposal includes 3 townhouses with frontage to
Lower Bristol Road as well as communal spaces and other ancillary facilities including a
laundry, gym and study rooms.

The Site




The existing building on site is of a substantial size and provides covered storage facilities
(Use Class B8) operated by the storage/removal company 'Pickfords'; it is understood that
the building was constructed in the mid-1980s.

The application site is located within the Bath Core Office Area; it is also within the Bath
Central Area as identified in the Placemaking Plan. The site is identified by the Council as
a Site of Potential Concern in respect of land contamination. The site is located within the
World Heritage Site and Hot Springs Protection Area. The site is outside of the Bath
Enterprise Area and the conservation area.

This application has been screened in order to ascertain whether the proposal constitutes
EIA development (Environmental Impact Assessment) and it has been concluded that it is
not; the submission of an Environmental Statement is therefore unnecessary. The
proposal's impact on the environment is unlikely to be significant in EIA terms.

Relevant Planning History

16/05504/0OUT: Erection of two buildings to provide residential accommodation for
students (up to 204 bedrooms) with ancillary accommodation and facilities and external
courtyards, alterations to existing pedestrian and vehicular access, and associated
infrastructure following demolition of existing building. REFUSED for the following reasons

1 The proposed development by reasons of its height, bulk, massing and external
appearance will have a dominating, oppressive and incongruous impact upon the
character and appearance of this part of the Lower Bristol Road and the wider World
Heritage Site. Accordingly the application is contrary to saved policies D2, D4 and BH1 of
the Bath and North East Somerset Local Plan, including minerals and waste policies,
adopted 2007, policies DW1, B1, B4 and CP6 of the adopted Bath & North East Somerset
Core Strategy, and policies D1, D2, D3, D5, HE1 and BD1 of the draft

Bath & North East Somerset Placemaking Plan.

2 The application site is currently occupied by a well-established storage use operating
from purpose-built premises. The business has nine employees based at this site. It has
not been demonstrated that there is a lack of business demand for the existing building or
for the site itself. Itis considered that the loss of this business site will have an
unacceptable impact on the local economy and as such there are strong economic
reasons why its redevelopment for non-business uses is inappropriate. Accordingly the
application is contrary to polices DW1 and B1 of the adopted Bath & North East Somerset
Core Strategy and policy ED2B of the draft Bath & North East Somerset Placemaking
Plan

An appeal has been made against this decision.

SUMMARY OF CONSULTATIONS/REPRESENTATIONS

Ward Member (ClIr Gilchrist):  Since the previous application was refused by DMC |
would expect this re-application to be determined by DMC. If this is not automatic, please
may | request that it be determined in this way?

B&NES Ecologist: No objection subject to conditions dealing with landscaping and
lighting



B&NES Environmental Protection: No objection subject to conditions securing a
Construction Environmental Management Plan and a mechanical ventilation system

Economic Development: Objection (summarised below)

Considering the positive and negative effects of the proposal in terms of its economic
impact and the LPAs need to provide a strong economic case for its refusal, it is felt that
there are strong economic grounds for refusal and should be refused on the following
grounds:

* The premises are in occupation and provide a service to the wider city economy.

* If the business were forced to move there is little opportunity of relocation in the
city, which could cause its closure

* There is increasing demand for this type of accommodation in the city.

* The industrial sector is experiencing growth in the city.

* The loss of this space would remove a potential significant direct GVA contribution
to the local economy

* The loss of this space further damages the ability of the city to provide 'a mixed'

economy with the further loss of industrial space to non-employment related uses.
Network Rail: No objection in principle

A trespass proof fence (1.8m minimum) should be erected along the boundary with the
railway. No drainage shall discharge to railway land and there shall be no soakaways
within 20metres of the boundary. There must be an agreed Method Statement for
construction and demolition etc. All buildings must be 2m from the boundary fence. Details
of any piling must be provided. There must be no interference with the structural integrity
of the railway and no interference with signals. There must be no trees planted closer than
1.5 times their mature height to the boundary fence and consideration must be given to
the railway when erecting scaffolding. Access to the railway must remain unimpeded.

B&NES Urban Design: Not acceptable in its current form.

* The design concept is largely the same as previously refused;

* The reduction of height by 380mm is welcome but insufficient to reduce the height
of the central block from southern view-points meaningfully;

* The proposals will remain very dominant particularly in near views;

* The massing and building line of the slender block of 'townhouses' is at odds with
the morphology of the surroundings;

* A blank frontage will be presented to the Lower Bristol Road;

* Compliance with sustainability policies (CP2 etc.) needs to be demonstrated.

Environment Agency: No objection subject to conditions requiring compliance with the
submitted Flood Risk Assessment and dealing with contamination.

B&NES Landscape Officer: Not acceptable in its current form



The built form and material of the proposed development are not acceptable as they
would not preserve or enhance the landscape and visual character of the Lower Bristol
Road, the setting of the Grade Il listed Newark Works or the World Heritage Site.

B&NES Arboricultural Officer: Not acceptable in its current form

* The Tree Survey fails to identify and categorise trees within but on the boundary of
the neighbouring properties to the sites east and west that could potentially be adversely
affected by the development proposals;

* The indicative trees shown on the site plan are inadequate;

* There are two mature Hornbeam trees within the site boundary. These trees could
be graded as 'A2' rather than 'B1'; and are therefore worthy of consideration as a design
constraint.

Historic England: No objection

* We were satisfied that the impact of the refused scheme upon the Outstanding
Universal Values (OUV) of the World Heritage Site (WHS) was not unacceptably harmful
to cause us to object to the application.

* We remain of the view that the visual impact will not cause undue harm to the OUV
of the City of Bath World Heritage Site.

* In addition to the marginally lower roof lines on the revised scheme, the design
details relating to fenestration and elevation treatments offer some overall improvements

* The provision of a more active frontage onto Lower Bristol Road and the better
articulation of previously blank elevations will result in an improved and more legible
building form

* The massing has also been further fragmented by the accentuation of the vertical
line and shadowing of the recessed brick plinth
* We consider that the application meets the requirements of the NPPF, in particular

paragraph numbers 128, 132 and 137.

B&NES Archaeologist: Comments - A Roman villa has been discovered 45m to the south.
A pre-determination evaluation will be difficult however due to the depth of the
overburden, archaeological conditions are therefore suggested

B&NES Contaminated Land: No objection subject to conditions requiring site investigation
and if necessary subsequent remediation.

B&NES Highways: No objection subject to conditions

Subject to the obligations and conditions that were previously agreed being implemented
as part of this revised scheme, there is no highways objection to the application. There is
a need to secure improvements to the local bus stops, and a controlled crossing will need
to be delivered on the Lower Bristol Road before the site is occupied. It is recommended
that the opportunity to provide a cycle hire station within the site is fully explored as part of
Travel Plan process.

Avon & Somerset Police: Comment:



It is very difficult from a crime reduction/prevention point of view to give any detailed
comments as the areas to be addressed such as the building security, access control
methods to be used, as detailed design would normally be decided upon at Reserved
Matters stage.

The Widcombe Association: Objection

The slight reduction in height (380mm) is insufficient;

The changes are purely cosmetic and fail to address original concerns;

Objection to the change of use from employment to student housing;

The location would be more suitable for meeting the recognised need for general
professional and affordable housing;

o

* None of the viewpoints 6,7 or 8 selected by the applicant, accurately capture the
key location and viewing direction from the south;
* Without a 'Verified Visual Montage' [from higher up Wellsway] it is not easy to say

by how much that view would be damaged, but in view of Widcombe Association it would
be severe;

* This valuable view of the city's major features would be lost as a result;

* A lens of 50 mm giving a field view of 39 degrees would be expected for all images.

Bath Heritage Watchdog: Objection

* Objections to the loss of further employment space and jobs;

* There is nothing in the documentation provided to indicate where, if anywhere,
Pickford's will relocate to, or the fate of those currently employed;

* This is also a much needed local storage facility; there are no alternative facilities of
equivalent community benefit proposed to mitigate the loss;

* We believe that a single use for this site is inappropriate and does not offset the
harm caused to the built environment by its design;

* It should be a mixed use scheme offering employment space such a start-up units
and flexible residential units that offer a variety of accommodation types;

* The viability claim is responsible for the height, scale, mass and build-line
proposed, so it must also equate to the overdevelopment of the site;

* The development and South Quays combined will have the greatest detrimental

effect, enclosing and hemming in the Newark Works site, blocking or obscuring views out
across to the northern slopes;

* Structures at risk from these proposals include the whole Newark Works site,
Maritime House and the Camden Mill/Bayer complex, the GWR Mainline Viaduct and
Goods Shed and Oak Street;

* Over-bearing height, scale and mass but the poor overall design ethos that does
not respect or reflect local character and distinctiveness in both design and materials;

* The build line is too close to the road and will removes the present more open
aspect of the site. It also will see the loss of a number of mature trees;

* The proposed structures are not subservient to the listed building located directly
opposite that are stylistically at odds in both design and materials with a further even taller
block over-shadowing it;

* The key driver behind this design is the need to accommodate the number of
rooms rather than provide something of quality and appearance that enhances the
location;



* Though we understand the industrial approach behind the design here, it fails badly
in this location;

* The North Block is a strangely narrow almost squashed design;
* The H block behind is almost prison-like in its starkness;
* Residential amenity is likely to be poor with little in terms of landscaping, and

limited amounts of natural light reaching the courtyards and rear of the North block and
the lower levels all around both buildings;

* The use of brick as a material is not opposed in principal it is the way the material is
treated that is key along with the colour choice and the amount of it used - stone or course
stone rubble should be considered;

* The use of copper/metal roofing is opposed as is its continuation down the sides of
the blocks;
* Yet another disastrously inappropriate scheme that will put the WHS status at risk,

impact on the setting of the Conservation Area, severely impact of the setting of the
Newark Works complex and other designated and undesignated heritage assets, and lead
to a poorer public realm.

Federation of Baths' Residents Associations: Objection
* The original proposal was refused on aesthetic grounds because it was deemed to

be too high, too bulky, too massive and that the external appearance would have a
dominating oppressive and incongruous impact;

* The revised scheme makes minimal difference, and still blocks views of the city
from southern aspects;
* The original proposal was also refused because the loss of this site would have an

unacceptable impact on the local economy and they [the committee] deemed that there
were strong economic reasons why its development for non-business uses was
inappropriate; this remains the case;

* Little effort has been made by the applicants to revise their proposals or to consider
sympathetically either the adverse aesthetic or economic impact of their proposals;
* To threaten the LPA with an immediate appeal should the decision be negative

may be tactically sound but is hardly likely to engender a good future working relationship
with the Council;

* Will the rooms be affordable for the average student? evidence from other recently
built PBSASs suggests otherwise;
* This site should be used for urgently needed housing.

Bath Preservation Trust: Support design/appearance but object to student use:

The Trust supported the high quality contemporary design, creative use of materials and
contextually relevant industrial aesthetic of the scheme in our last response to this
application (though we objected to the student accommodation proposed use). In our view
the scheme responded positively and innovatively to the surrounding urban morphology.
Therefore we have nothing more to add regarding this revised proposal other than to say
the reduction in height is probably welcome.

Transition Bath: Objection

* It has not been demonstrated that the 10% reduction in carbon emissions through
onsite renewables requirement will be met;



* The 1 in 7 provision for cycling is inadequate for students;

* 13 Sheffield racks are insufficient to hold 50 bicycles as the developer claims;
normally this would support 26 bicycles;
* It is also not clear whether this provision is 'secure'.

University of Bath: Support

* This location is particularly well suited to University of Bath students with excellent
links to the campus;

* The development will contribute positively to the regeneration of this part of the
Lower Bristol Road

* The developers are known to the university; it is understood that they will retain
their investment and therefore maintain their interest in the city;

* The proposed management company (CRM) is experienced, reputable and trusted
by the university;

* The development will complement the university's own goals including strategic
plans to increase research and postgraduate numbers;

* The need for student residences in the city substantially exceeds what can be
provided on the university campus;

* The capacity of the campus falls some way short of that required to meet the

university's development requirement and therefore academic and research development
is prioritised on campus;

Two letters of objection have been received from members of the public, these are
summarised as follows:

* This sites close proximity to public transport would suit a commercial development,
creating jobs for local people;

* A layby should be provided within the boundry of the site to enable the many
University buses stopping to pull off a very busy main route through the City, thus
reducing congestion;

* The reduction in height to the buildings appears negligible, and does not meet the
original objections;

* Same set of problems in a different wrapper;

* Air pollution exacerbated by canyon type development;

* No comparison can be drawn with nearby buildings which are of a height
necessitated by their historic use;

* There is a demographic disaster happening to a diminishing group of people known
as Bathonians;

* Planning policy must urgently be changed to prevent further increases in student
numbers;

* Increased nuisance, noise and night-time disturbance;

* Increased waste generation and extra pressure on services;

* There will be an increase in competition for car parking;

*

Reduction in jobs and adverse economic impact.

POLICIES/LEGISLATION
Policies/Legislation:

The Council's Development Plan now comprises:



* Bath & North East Somerset Core Strategy (July 2014)

* Bath & North East Somerset Placemaking Plan (July 2017)

* West of England Joint Waste Core Strategy (2011)

* Bath & North East Somerset saved Local Plan (2007) Policy GDS1 (K2;NR2;V3
&V8) only

* Neighbourhood Plans (where applicable)

The Core Strategy for Bath and North East Somerset was formally adopted by the Council
on 10th July 2014. The following policies of the Core Strategy are considered relevant to
the determination of this application:

Policy DW1.: District Wide Spatial Strategy

Policy B1: Bath Spatial Strategy

Policy B2: Central Area Strategic Policy

Policy B4: The World Heritage Site and its Setting
Policy B5: Strategic Policy for Bath's Universities
Policy SD1: Presumption in favour of Sustainable Development
Policy CP2: Sustainable Construction

Policy CP4: District Heating

Policy CP5: Flood Risk Management

Policy CP6: Environmental Quality

Policy CP13: Infrastructure Provision

The Placemaking Plan for Bath and North East Somerset was formally adopted by the
Council on 13th July 2017. The following policies of the Placemaking Plan are relevant to
the determination of this application:

Policy SCR5: Water efficiency

Policy SU1: Sustainable drainage policy
Policy D1: General urban design principles
Policy D2: Local character and distinctiveness
Policy D3: Urban fabric

Policy D4: Streets and spaces

Policy D5: Building design

Policy D6: Amenity

Policy D10: Public realm

Policy NE6: Trees and woodland conservation
Policy PCS1: Pollution and nuisance

Policy PCS3: Air quality

Policy PCS5: Contamination

Policy PCS7A: Sewage Infrastructure

Policy PCS8: Bath Hot Springs

Policy LCR7B: Broadband

Policy LCR9: Increasing the provision of local food growing
Policy ED2B: Non-strategic industrial premises
Policy ST1: Promoting sustainable transport
Policy B4: The World Heritage Site

Policy BD1: Bath Design Policy

Policy D8: Lighting



Policy HEL: Historic environment
Policy PCS2: Noise and vibration
Policy ST7: Transport requirements for managing development

OFFICER ASSESSMENT
Principle

One of the reasons that members refused the earlier application was due to concerns
regarding the economic impact of the loss of this business/site. The committee was
concerned that there had been a failure to demonstrate that there was a lack of demand
for the existing building or for the site itself. The loss of the site was considered to have
an unacceptable impact on the local economy and this was considered to be a strong
economic reason for refusal.

The Bath spatial strategy (Policy B1 of the adopted Core Strategy) is clear that, in order to
facilitate the growth of the city's two universities, both on and off campus purpose-built
student accommodation in Bath is supported in principle subject to compliance with CS
Policy B5. CS Policy B5 restricts off-campus student accommodation within the Central
Area, the Enterprise Area and on MOD land where this would "adversely affect the
realisation of other aspects of the vision and spatial strategy for the city in relation to
housing and economic development”. The application site is very close to both the
Enterprise Area and the Central Area but crucially it is not within either of those
designations nor is it former MOD land; the restrictions imposed by Policy B5 are therefore
not applicable.

CS Policy B1 acknowledges that there will be a contraction in the demand for industrial
space in Bath from around 167,000m2 in 2011 to around 127,000m2 in 2029 (i.e.
40,000m2). The policy seeks to plan for this contraction whilst sustaining a mixed
economy to support Bath's multi-skilled workforce and multi-faceted economic base; it
states that it seeks to do this by retaining a presumption in favour of industrial land in the
Newbridge riverside area.

The application site is situated outside of a Strategic Industrial Estate as identified in the
adopted Placemaking Plan. Placemaking Plan Policy ED2B sets out the Council's policy in
respect of industrial premises which are located outside of Strategic Industrial Estates.
The policy is clear that non-strategic sites, such as the Pickford's site, are not afforded the
same degree of protection as strategic sites and that there is a presumption in favour of
residential redevelopment unless there is a strong economic reason why this would be
inappropriate. The policy makes no distinction between student residential
accommodation and non-student residential accommodation.

The National Planning Policy Statement (NPPF) states at Paragraph 51 that, "they [local
planning authorities] should normally approve planning applications for change to
residential use and any associated development from commercial buildings (currently in
the B use classes) where there is an identified need for additional housing in that area,
provided that there are not strong economic reasons why such development would be
inappropriate".

The Council's Economic Development Team has raised an objection to the application
and considers there to be a strong economic reason for refusal. The Economic



Development Team recognise that the aforementioned Core Strategy Policy B1 states that
allowance should be made for a managed reduction of approximately 40,000sgm of
industrial space in Bath during the plan period but have stated that current evidence
suggests that this figure could be substantially exceeded. This position is supported by the
Council's Planning Policy Team (although no written comments have been received in
respect of this current application).

Monitoring data shows that in the five years between 2011 and 2017 21,545sgm of
industrial floor space has been lost in Bath; the proposal represents a further loss of at
least 1,460sqm. The ED team have highlighted that in contrast to the national trend Bath
has experienced growth in employment of 4.5% and enterprises of 1.87% (2011-2015).

The ED team accept that the University of Bath makes a considerable contribution to the
local economy but this is an application for residential accommodation which does not in
itself represent a significant contribution to the success and impact of UoB on the local
economy. It is acknowledged by the ED Team that Core Strategy Policy B1 supports a
managed loss of industrial floor space but it is argued that this must be applied on a case
by case basis accordingly to local demand and changes in sectoral growth. It is the case
that on the date of the ED team's response there were three live enquiries for industrial
accommodation (being dealt with by Invest in Bath), which this site could service. It is
considered by the ED team that there is sufficient demand to protect this site for industrial
uses and that its loss constitutes a strong economic reason for refusal.

The agent argues that there is nothing of particular economic merit or value in the Use
Class B8 floor space that will be lost. It is highlighted that the storage use has an
extremely low employment density (less than 10 employees) and that the footprint of the
building is limited in area (1460sgm). The agent has further highlighted that the objective
set out in the Core Strategy - which is to plan for a decline in industrial floor space has not
been superseded. It is argued that if the Council now takes a different view in the light of
new evidence, then that is a matter for the forthcoming Core Strategy review.

Officer's Assessment of this Issue

The starting point continues to be that Policy B1 of the adopted Core Strategy states that
the strategy for Bath is, amongst other things, to plan for a contraction in the demand for
industrial floor space by 40,000m2 between 2011 and 2029 whilst sustaining a mixed
economy by retaining a presumption in favour of industrial land in the Newbridge
Riverside area. This protection is carried forward to the recently adopted Placemaking
Plan in the form of Policy ED2A.

The application site is not within the Newbridge Riverside area nor is it within any other
area singled-out by Policy ED2A for special protection; accordingly Policy ED2B is instead
applicable. This policy states that the redevelopment of non-strategic sites (such as
Pickford's) for residential purposes should normally be approved unless there is a strong
economic reason why this would be inappropriate. There is therefore a clear presumption
in fav