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1.0 Introduction

1.0.1 A meeting was held between Arena 1865 Ltd (participant 297) and Bath and North East

Somerset Council on 16,b August 2016 to discuss representations made by the participant

regarding aspects of the Submitted Placemaking Plan.

1.0.2 The participant has been invited to attend the Hearing session on "Matter 14-Tourism,

Culture & Sport", and the Inspector has asked the following question relating to it:

Ql. Dopolicies support andfacilitate the development of a sporting, cultural andleisure
stadium at the Recreation Ground?

1.0.3 The Inspector has also requested a Statement of Common Ground, including any agreed

modifications between the parties. This document responds to that request.

1.0.4 There are a number of discrete matters where there remains disagreement between the
parties. Further to the meeting, many of these are capable of 'falling away' through the

revision, amendments or deletion of policy wording, as detailed in this document.
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2.0 Matters of Agreement

2.0.1 As detailed in the submitted representations (dated February 2016), the participant supports

the preparation of this document, and its intentions to further develop on Policy Bl(8) of the

Core Strategy which supports the provision of a new permanent stadium at the Recreation

Ground ("the Rec"). The draft Placemaking Plan for Bath builds on this and Policy SB2,

Riverside and Recreation Ground, confirms the vision for the site as, "an inspirationalsetting

for the development ofa new sporting, culturaland leisure stadium".

2.0.2 A number of matters are agreed, or objections have been withdrawn.

- In response to the Inspector's specific question, both parties agree that policy SB2 supports

and facilitates the development of a sporting, cultural and leisure stadium at the Recreation

Ground, further to Policy Bl(8) of the Core Strategy.

- A Development Brief is proposed within policy SB2 of the Placemaking Plan, which will

further aid the formulation of the detailed planning policy for the site. Work has commenced

on the preparation of that document, as envisaged by the policy. This will further facilitate the

joint aspirations for the site.

- Changes to Policy PCS2 (Noise arid Vibration);

- Changes to Policy SB2 (Development Requirements and Design Principles Riverside East (The

Rec, including Bath Rugby Club, Bath Sports and Leisure Centre, the Pavilion, and other

associated areas)) and Diagram 5, page 43;

- Table 6 (page 103) (objection withdrawn):

- Policy NE6 (Trees and Woodland Conservation) (objection withdrawn): and

- Policy PCS2 (Noise and Vibration) (objection withdrawn).

NOTE: Any proposedamendments to policies willbe included in the schedule ofrolling changesfor
consideration by the Inspector.
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Policy PCS2: Noise and Vibration2.1

Arena 1865's Representation:

As drafted this policy is not in accordance with prevailing policy within the Noise Policy

Statement for England, or the NPPF and NPPG, as it fails to acknowledge that any impact

needs to be "significant" in nature to result in development being restricted.

2.1.1

As such, the policy should be redrafted as follows:

•"1Development will only be permitted where it does not cause to unacceptable increases in

levels of noise and/or vibration that wouldhave an significant adverse effect on health and

quality of life, the naturalor built environment or generalamenity unless this can be minimised

or mitigated to an acceptable level."

2.1.2

2.1.3 Without the proposed drafting change, the policy is not justified, effective, or in accordance

with government policy.

Council's Response:

In order to align Policy PCS2 more fully with national policy, agree to change the first

paragraph, as follows:

2.1.4

“1. Development will only be permitted where it does not cause unacceptable increases in

levels ofnoise and/or vibration that wouldhave an significant adverse effect on health and

quality of life, the natural or built environment or generalamenity unless this can be minimised

or mitigated to an acceptable level."

Turley response

2.1.5 Proposed minor amendment agreed, and objections withdrawn on this basis.
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2.2 Modifications to Policy SB2 and Diagram 5, page 43

[Also see trackedchangedin Appendix1]

iPjtAm

VOLUME 2-BATH, Policy SB2

Policy SB2,

under

Riverside East
(The Rec,
including Bath
Rugby Club

At the end of point 2, add: 'The range of views

is to be agreed through the DevelopmentBrief
andLandscape and Visual Impact Assessment

process.’

For clarity and to avoid confusion

In point 4, delete the word 'vehicular' as

indicated: 'The safety andconvenience of
vehicular access to andfrom the Rec willbe

improved.’

For clarity and to avoid confusionetc)

In point 5, add the word 'to' as indicated:
'Ensuring landscape, treeplanting andpublic
realm enhancements along the river corridor
contributepositively to_its character, and that
development alongside the riversideprovides a

positive relationship to it.'

Correction

As indicated in Appendix1to this SoCG, add
'Change solidblue line to hatchedblue line:
'PotentialPedestrian Link'.’

Diagrams 5,

page 43

The route is not currently a public right of

way and users only enjoy permissive

access rights by the Recreation Ground

Trust. This is very unlikely to change.
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2.3 Table 6 (page 103)

Arena 1865's Representation:

2.B.1 We would suggest that the section entitled "2. CulturalandHuman Factors including:” is

reinforced by adding specific reference to sporting, leisure and cultural activities that take

place with the District that contribute to the distinct character of the area. We note that there

is reference to "landscapes associated with events such as fairgrounds, traditional villages

greens", but consider that there are much broader activities than those identified.

2.3.2 In particular, we suggest that a further bullet point is added, as follows:

"- Sporting, leisure andculturalactivities whichpositively contribute to the identity of the

City;”

2.3.3 Without the proposed drafting change, the policy is not justified or effective.

Council's Response:

2.3.4 This part of the plan is associated with landscape character, and the proposal to amend table 6

as suggested by the Arena 1865 is considered inappropriate in the context of this policy. No

change.

Turley response

2.3.5 Noted, and objection withdrawn.
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2.4 Policy NES: Trees and Woodland Conservation

Arena 1865's Representation:

2.4.1 We would suggest that part (2) of this policy be updated to include reference to the allocation

of sites for development contained within the Placemaking Plan, as follows:

•"Ifit is demonstrated that an adverse impact on trees is unavoidable to allowfor appropriate

development, particularly including those sites allocatedfor development within the

Placemaking Plan, compensatoryprovision willbe made in accordance with guidance in the

Planning Obligations SPD (or successorpublication) on replacement treeplanting."

2.4.2 Without the proposed drafting change, the policy is not justified or effective.

Council's Response:

2.4.3 Disagree. The Council considers that the suggested additional wording is unnecessary as it is

implicit that the policy will apply to allocated sites and other proposals alike. No change.

Turley response

2.4.4 Noted, and objection withdrawn.
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3.0 Matters in Dispute

3.0.1 Matters relating to the following policies as listed below are still in dispute.

Policy CP2 (Sustainable Construction);

Policy SCR1(On site renewable energy requirement);

Policy CP4 (District Heating);

Policy NE2 (Conserving andEnhancing the Landscape andLandscape Character);

Policy LCR5 (Safeguarding existing sports andrecreationalfacilities); and

Policy B4 (The WorldHeritage Site andits setting).

3.0.2 For reasons of clarity, the representations received from Turley (297) on behalf of Arena 1865

in response to the Draft Placemaking Plan consultation stage, are included before the

Council's response to the issues relating to each policy in the same order as above.
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3.1 Policy CP2 -Sustainable Construction

Arena 1865's Representation:

3,1.1 Policy CP2 confirms that the Council aims to encourage sustainable development by requiring

applications to submit evidence to address a range of key local priorities including maximising

energy efficiency and integrating renewable and low carbon energy and Climate Change

adaptation features. Applications are also required to be accompanied by a Bath and North

East Somerset Sustainable Construction Checklist.

3.1.2 The Sustainable Construction Checklist issued in October 2013 is supported by the Council's

Sustainable Construction and Retrofitting SPD and relates to policies in the existing Core

Strategy. The checklist sets a number of questions and requirements for new development

including the need for BREEAM assessment and a requirement for District Heating for

development in DH priority areas.

3.1.3 Our clients support the Council's ambition for sustainable construction and the use of a

checklist to guide development during its design and application stage but do have some

concerns that some elements of the checklist will present challenges which are unique to a

sports stadium which we set out here with comments specifically relating to District Heating

provided under our representations to draft Policy CP4.

3.1.4 For sports stadia, the application of the BREEAM Methodology can be particularly challenging

given that it is likely to require a 'Bespoke' assessment which results in significant additional

assessment costs from the Building Research Establishment (BRE). In addition, it is our

experience that there are certain credits that are very difficult to obtain for sports stadia.

3.1.5 To avoid these unnecessary costs and to ensure that the principles of BREEAM are

implemented, our clients would like the flexibility to present its own sustainability assessment

of the proposals, incorporating other policy targets where appropriate, in lieu of a formal

BREEAM assessment.

3.1.6 Our clients supports the Council's decision to remove the reference to 'Allowable Solutions'

from Policy CP2 given that the Government has confirmed that this policy will no longer be

implemented at a national level. We would however request that the end of the introductory

paragraph is updated to add the words, "where possible:"

3.1.7 Without the proposeddrafting change, thepolicy is not justified, effective, or in accordance

with government policy.

Council's Response:

3.1.8 This is an adopted policy in the Core Strategy. It has recently been examined and found sound

and it is not considered appropriate to re-open the examination of this policy. The wording

allows sufficient flexibility. No change.

3.1.9 See also the Council's Statement on Climate Change (BNES/PMP/07)
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Turley response

Our clients agree that the removal of the reference to Allowable Solutions is in response to

national policy and is Sound.

3.1.10

With regards to the reference to the use of the BREEAM standard within the Sustainable

Design and Construction SPD and supporting Checklist, we note that there is no specific

requirement for BREEAM but its use is encouraged within the SPD and Checklist. We therefore

maintain our representations that the application of BREEAM for a Sports Stadium is not

appropriate for the reasons as stated and there should be no expectation from the Council

that this will be implemented at the Rec.

3.1.11

Notwithstanding our other representations, our clients are happy to demonstrate how the

proposals will meet sustainable design and construction principles through the submission of a

Sustainability Statement.

3.1.12

We maintain our concerns however with regards to the wording of Bullet1of Policy CP2

which is as follows:

3.1.13

e "Maximising energy efficiency andintegrating the use of renewable andlow-carbon

energy (i.e. in the form of an energy strategy with reference to Policy CP4 as necessary);"

To ensure this policy is sound and in accordance with the evidence base and requirements of

the NPPF we suggest this policy wording be amended to;

3.1.14

e “Utilising energy efficiency measures andintegrating the use of renewable and low-carbon

energy (i.e. in theform of an energy strategy with reference to Policy CP4 as necessary)

where viable”:
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Policy SCR1-On site renewable energy requirement3.2

Arena 1865's Representation:

Policy SCR1 states that development of over 1,000m 2 or 10 dwellings (excluding B2 and B8) is

required to provide renewable energy generation to reduce regulated carbon emissions by

10%.

3.2.1

The Evidence base to support Policy SCR1 was published in December 2015 and sets out the

technical and financial viability to support the policy in accordance with the requirements of

The Framework. It provides justification for Policy SCR1 based on an assessment of onsite

renewable energy encompassing domestic dwellings, mixed use developments and industrial

sites reviewing the potential for different target levels including regulated and total carbon

emissions.

3.2.2

Within the evidence base Regen SW reviewed a mixed use development (North Quays) and an

industrial development (Old Mills) to determine the viability of the installation of Solar PV

only. Neither of these case studies accurately reflects the energy profile of a sports stadium

and therefore we consider this evidence base insufficient to apply Policy SCR1across all

developments. We note that B2 and B8 development is excluded from this policy on the basis

of financial viability.

3.2.3

Our clients are supportive of the need for renewable and low carbon energy provided that

they represent a commercially and technically viable strategy to reducing carbon emissions. As

stated previously in these representations new stadiums have unique energy profiles and

requirements which are typically focused around the need for electricity as opposed to heat.

This immediately restricts the range of technologies available to those capable of producing

renewable and low carbon electricity which are predominantly Solar Photovoltaic Cells and

Wind Turbines. The urban nature of the development excludes wind turbines and the

commercial viability of Solar PV has been drastically reduced following the Government's

decision to reduce the Feed in Tariffs.

3.2.4

Our clients are fully supportive of the Council's objective to create low carbon buildings and

would suggest that the wording of Policy SCR1 be amended to include text such as that

outlined below;

3.2.5

Without the proposed drafting change, the policy is not justified, effective, or in accordance

with government policy.

•"Where the 10% renewable energy is commercially or technically challenging, applicants may

secure policy compliance by demonstrating how investments in energy efficiency measures

have been used as an alternative."

3.2.6

Council's Response:

The Council considers that the policy as drafted is viable and technically feasible. No change is

therefore proposed to the policy.

3.2.7
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3.2.8 See also the Council's Statement on Climate Change (BNES/PMP/07)

Turley response

3.2.9 We maintain our objections with regards to Policy SCR1 for the following reasons;

• The evidence base does not assess the unique energy characteristics of a Sports Stadium

which does present significant commercial and technical challenges to the Policy

• It is highly likely that only roof mounted Solar PV cells will be able to meet the

requirements of Policy SCR1. The use of PV cells however, is further complicated by Policy

SCR2 which presents further design constraints to the type and manner of its installation

onto the Sports Stadium.

3.2.10 To ensure Policy SCR1 is justified, effective and in accordance with Government Policy, we

believe the proposed amendment would provide our clients with the flexibility to comply with

the carbon reduction target via a more commercially and technically viable route which may

consist of a combination of energy efficiency measures and/ or renewable energy

technologies.

3.2.11 It should also be noted that the proposed amendments to the Planning and Energy Act 2008
(which have not happened yet) only apply to dwellings and not non-domestic buildings. BANES

document CD12/28 refers.
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3.3 Policy CP4 (District Heating)

Arena 1865's Representation:

3.3.1 At this stage the composition of the new stadium has not been finalised, however stadiums

have unique characteristics which limit the potential of the site to meet some of the Council's

requirements and in particular relating to District Heating.

3.3.2 Stadiums by their nature are primarily made up of unheated spaces with limited heating

required for offices, changing rooms, corporate boxes and onsite concessions or food and non¬

food retail outlets which are typically used infrequently. The main demand for this type of

development is therefore electrical.

3.3.3 Policy CP4 encourages development to use Combined Heat and Power (CHP) and District

Heating (DH) as a means of providing low carbon heat and power. The Council has identified

three 'district heating priority areas' where development is expected to incorporate

infrastructure for district heating and is expected to connect to existing systems unless this

would impact on the viability of the development. District heating systems are best suited to

development which has a continuous base heat requirement, i.e. developments in

continuous/frequent use such as offices, leisure centres and high density housing.

3.3.4 We have reviewed the evidence base to support Policy CP4 which is held on the Council's

district heating website.1In 2010 AECOM produced a District Heating Opportunity Assessment

Study which identified three CHP/ DH opportunity areas, Bath Centre (including the Recreation

Ground and Bath Sports and Leisure Centre), Bath Riverside Corridor and Keynsham. Detailed

assessments of these areas including high level network maps and financial evaluations were

carried out to determine the feasibility of networks in these areas.

3.3.5 The results show that gas fired CHP/ DH systems could be viable, albeit the Rate of Return for

the Central Bath and Riverside Schemes is very low.

3.3.6 The Study sets out a range of recommendations including one which requests that planners

should ensure that development in close proximity to the proposed networks is connected to

existing or future systems.

3.3.7 In addition the Council has commissioned a feasibility study specifically to look at the 'District

Heating and Bath Riverside Enterprise Area'. The document produced by Buro Happold in

2015 confirms the Council's District Heating Priority Areas and includes the Recreation Ground

and Leisure Centre within its assessment, as part of an assessment labelled City Centre Plus.

3.3.8 The identified clusters are prioritised with the 6 highest evaluated in more detail. The City

Centre Plus cluster (which incorporates the Bath Recreation Ground) is scored second to last

of the options reviewed with a poor score for deliverability.

3.3.9 The techno-economic assessment of the 6 options shows that none of the potential schemes

offer a positive NPV and higher yields from supplied energy would be required with similar

pricing to a private wire supply.
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3.3.10 Our clients acknowledge that the site is within the Council's District Heating Priority Areas.

However, as previously discussed the unique nature of a sports stadium means it is anticipated

that there will be little energy required for heating and primary energy demand will be

electrical. This leads to an imbalance in energy requirement limiting the potential for heat

driven technologies such as Combined Heat and Power.

3.3.11 The Council's feasibility study, District Heating at Bath Riverside Enterprise Area has raises

significant potential issues with the deliverability of a network incorporating the Stadium site

and adjacent leisure centre. In addition the techno-economic assessment of the shortlisted

clusters within the report has identified that the financial viability of networks within the city

is marginal.

3.3.12 Given the site's energy demand profile and the issues regarding deliverability identified in the

Council's own evidence base it is not anticipated at this stage that the creation of a district

heating network either facilitated by or including the Rugby Club is a commercially and

technically viable opportunity. Also given the potential economic issues in the development of

schemes along the Riverside corridor it is anticipated that connection to schemes across the

River from the site are unlikely to be viable.

3.3.13 It is however noted that the Bath Sports and Leisure Centre is identified in the Council's

opportunity assessment as a high energy user and in this context the development of the new

stadium will include a review of Combined Heat and Power and District Heating options as

part of a low carbon renewable energy feasibility study, although we request that the Council

note the clear challenges that exist at this stage to the implementation of a successful project.

3.3.14 Our clients supports the Council's sustainability and Climate Change objectives of the

Placemaking Plan but do have a number of concerns with regards to the application of the

Policy targets given the unique development constraints and energy profile associated with a

Sports Stadium. During the design stage of the new stadium the design team will utilise the

Council's Sustainability Checklist to inform the development designs which will include a low

carbon and renewable energy feasibility study to identify technically and commercially viable

technologies which could be incorporated into the development.

3.3.15 One of these 'priority areas' is the Recreation Ground. We object to the inclusion of the Rec

within this policy area, and request that it is removed as there is no evidence to justify the

proposed approach.

3.3.16 Without the proposed drafting change, the policy is not justified or effective.

Council's Response:

3.3.17 This is an adopted policy in the Core Strategy. It has recently been examined and found sound

and it is not considered appropriate to re-open the examination of this policy. The wording

allows sufficient flexibility. No change.
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Turley response

3.3.18 We maintain our objections to this policy and the expectation that the Recreation Ground and

all buildings within deploy decentralised energy systems. Given the heat profile of the Sports

Stadium, we consider it highly unlikely that it will be suitable for decentralised energy.

3.3.19 In addition, no information is available at this time with regards to the costs of any

decentralised energy infrastructure and/ or energy costs compared to a direct purchase from

the National Grid.

3.3.20 We request that Policy CP4 be amended as follows;

"The use of combinedheat andpower (CHP), and/or combinedcooling, heat andpower (CCHP)

anddistrict heating willbe encouraged. Within the three identified "district heatingpriority

areas", shown indicatedon Diagram19 (Bath Central, Bath Riverside andKeynsham High

Street), andshown in detail in the associatedevidence base, new development willbe expected

to assess the commercialand technical viability of district heating, and willbe expected to

connect to existing systems where and when this is available, unless demonstrated that this

wouldrender development unviable."
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3.4 Policy NE2: Conserving and Enhancing the Landscape and Landscape

Character

Arena 1865's Representation:

3.4.1 Firstly, this policy at (1) needs to be clarified to ensure that the policy requirements relate to a

requirement to comply with parts a., b., c., and d. It is not clear at this time.

3.4.2 With respect of part (l)d. we object to this section as drafted. It is unclear as to how the

policy will be used to identify ‘important views’, which are not defined within this document.

As such, the policy is unclear, as particularly within Bath, it will likely be problematic for the

LPA to differentiate between 'normal views' and 'important views', and the policy would be

open to subjective interpretation. It is noted that paragraph 254 refers to the City of Bath WHS

Setting SPD, but that document does not define those 'important views’.

3.4.3 Further, there appears to be some disparity between this element and part (2) of the policy-
part (1) inter alia seeks to resist development that does not conserve or enhance 'important

views', whereas part (2) appears to take a 'softer' view if appropriate mitigation can be

demonstrated to mitigate any adverse impact.

Council's Response:

3.4.4 In response to para 3.5.1- Additional wording is not considered necessary as the policy is

implicit that each clause applies as appropriate to the proposed scheme.

3.4.5 In response to para 3.5.2-It is considered prudent to retain the word 'important'. Removing

it could lead to expectations to 'conserve or enhance all views' whether they are important or

not. The differentiation between 'normal views' and 'important views' can be undertaken

during the consideration of development proposals and in the application of the policy.

3.4.6 In response to para 3.5.3 -The Council does not consider that there is disparity within

different clauses of this policy. It is positively worded, but it is also important to provide a

policy framework that avoids adverse impact and outlines that the need for mitigation is

important.

Turley response

3.4.7 In response to para 3.4.4-noted, but an additional 'and' would provide clarity between the

elements.

3.4.8 In response to para 3.4.5-noted, but the policy does not differentiate between views and this

presents ambiguity when referring to a non-defined description. It is of courses of note that

there are no inherent rights to views, and development will likely result in changes. There is

also no application of the 'planning balance' within this text, nor clarity how mitigation could

be achieved (as envisaged in part 2 of the policy, which could result in conflict when assessing

applications.

3.4.9 In response to para 3.4.6 -noted, comments as above.
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3.5 Policy LCR5: Safeguarding existing sports and recreational facilities

Arena 1865's Representation:

3.5.1 Although our clients do not object to the policy wording per se, as it largely replicates Saved

Local Plan policy, we object to the proposed ongoing annotation of the whole of the

Recreation Ground under this policy. It is apparent that there is conflict between this policy

and site specific policy SB2, in that the latter facilitates the development of part of the Rec to

"enable the development of a sporting, cultural and leisure stadium".

3.5.2 As has been explained earlier in these representations, clarity is emerging on the Charity

Commission status and 'Scheme' at the Rec, and it is envisaged that over the coming months a

new lease may be granted to the Rugby Club on an enlarged site, in order to further facilitate

the PMP proposals. As such, it is considered that it is appropriate to amend the Proposals Map

accordingly to reflect the emerging proposals for the site.

3.5.3 We therefore request that pursuant to this policy, the Proposals Map is updated to remove

that area of land shown within the Plan enclosed at Appendix 1.

Council's Response:

3.5.4 The precise boundary has yet to be finalised, and the eventual footprint of any new arena may

be different to that defined on a new lease. No change is proposed.

Turley response

3.5.5 Noted, but comments remain as above.
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3.6 Policy B4: The World Heritage Site and its setting

Arena 1865's Representation:

3.6.1 We note that at paragraph 29 of Part 2 of the PMP document, reference is made to the

Statement of Outstanding Universal Value (OUV) (2010). Contained within the PMP document

are numerous references to OUV's, but the document itself as drafted fails to fully detail the

actual attributes of the World Heritage Site ('WHS'), and this appears to cause some confusion

when development proposals are being considered.

3.6.2 The Statement of Outstanding Universal Value is a summary document which outlines the

principle reasons why a World Heritage Site was inscribed, and why it is outstanding. As such,

it is the foundation of all management in the site. The current version was amended in 2013 to

give consistency in approach across all sites. It was adopted by the UNESCO World Heritage

Committee at their 37th annual meeting in Phnom Penh, Cambodia, 16-27 June 2013.

3.6.3 Whilst the Statement of Outstanding Universal Value summarises why Bath is inscribed as a

World Heritage Site, the Attributes explain this in far greater detail and list aspects or

characteristics which convey or express OUV.

3.6.4 They are a key management tool, in that it is important to understand what it is you are

seeking to protect before you can effectively do so. These attributes were created by Bath and

North East Somerset Council, working closely with English Heritage in 2013/14. Other UK sites

undertook the same exercise. The final draft was approved by the Bath World Heritage Site

Steering Group before being endorsed by Council Cabinet Decision on 14 May 2014. - See

more at: http://www.bathworldheritage.org.Uk/documents#sthash.rXnTiUlj.dpuf

3.6.5 The key purpose for identifying attributes is so that they can be protected, managed and

monitored and are needed when assessing planning applications, when considering planning

allocations and when planning projects or other interventions. (UNESCO Operational

Guidelines for the Implementation of the World Heritage Convention, Sections 88 and 89, and

Annex 5).

3.8.6 Given the significance of the WHS designation, and the OUV's, we consider that the full text

needs to be introduced into the PMP, rather than defer to other 'lower tier' documents. The

audience needs to appreciate why Bath is designated as a World Heritage Site and what the

OUV's actually relate to. We would suggest that this text be included before Policy B4.

3.6.7 Without the proposed drafting change, the policy is not justified, effective, or in accordance

with government policy.

Council's Response:

3.6.8 The Placemaking Plan refers to a significant body of evidence to support its position. It is not

considered necessary to add the Statement of Outstanding Universal Value (OUV) to the

document itself. Embedded hyperlinks within the on-line version of the Placemaking Plan will

make accessing such documents easier for the user.

18



Declaration

The contents of this document are agreed for the purposes of Bath and North East Somerset

Placemaking Plan hearing.

\
Signed on behalf of Participant

O.rvfck''' Kr).1
Position

Date

JL.2,Signed on behalf of LPA

1.Position

Date
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Turley response

3.6.9 Noted, but comments remain as above.
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walk, and elsewhere. including improvements to the
important biodiversity role of the
river and the riverside;

Appendix1

•from the Recreation Ground to the

Abbey.

123. Policy Bl(8)b from the Core

Strategy has established the policy

context for the Recreation Ground,

and subject to the resolution of any

unique legal issues and constraints, it
will enable the development of a

sporting, cultural and leisure stadium.

Proposed agreed policy

changes to Policy SB2 •Potentially, an enhanced role as a
point of access into the central area.120. The iconic view of the formal

Pulteney Bridge with the river running

beneath is a dramatic example of the

contrast between the built and

natural environments that is an

important aspect of the city's

character.

[New text is underlined anddeleted

text is shown as stuck though] As part of this, there are significant

opportunities to transform the visual

and physical connectivity of this area
to its surroundings and these will be
strongly encouraged provided they

protect and enhance the Outstanding

Universal Value of the World Heritage

Site. Specific measures include:

SB 2-Central Riverside & Recreation

Ground Vision
There are a number of interrelated
projects that have enormous
potential to re-energise and re-define
the important role and function that

this area can play as a recreational
heart to the city: A place that will

have the river at its centre, and will
act as a forum for leisure, sport,

recreation, wildlife, entertainment
and culture. It can comprise of:

Context

118. This area immediately to the

east of the city centre, comprises

open spaces, buildings and uses that
are almost exclusively related to

sports, recreation and leisure

activities. It is in contrast to the more

built up and commercial character of
the city centre; it is a place where

people relax and recharge, take
exercise, play sport, or watch rugby.

121. This area comprises a wide range

of historic and modern buildings, land
uses and ownership structures. The

Council will work with key

stakeholders to help to bring forward
individual projects that result in

positive change; each contributing to

the significant potential of the wider

area. Emerging projects will be guided

by the relevant development

requirements and design principles

that provide the overarching planning

policy framework to manage change.

•Improving the connections from the

streets and spaces of Terrace Walk,
Orange Grove and Grand Parade,
including the Colonnades into Parade

Gardens and to the riverside;

•A 21st century re-interpretation of
the historic 'pleasure garden' of

Harrison's Walks (now Parade
Gardens);

•Transforming the existing links from
Pulteney Bridge and North Parade
Bridge to a remodelled riverside path

on the east side.

119. The views available are varied,

with certain locations providing

spectacular views including from:

122. The area falls largely within

Flood Zone 3a and 3b and functions

as an important storage area during

flood events. Therefore any built
development proposals would need
to ensure that proposals coming

forward are safe, do not result in a

net loss of floodplain, and do not

result in an increased flood risk

•An inspirational setting for the

development of a new sporting,

cultural and leisure stadium that
safeguards the valued assets and

attributes of the World Heritage

Site, including key views;

•Grand Parade over the river to

Widcombe, Bathampton Downs,

the folly of Sham Castle, and the

green hillsides beyond;

•from North Parade Bridge to

Pulteney Bridge and from the river •The provision of an enhanced green

infrastructure throughout the area,
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1The preparation of a Development

Brief, in conjunction with

stakeholders, the local community

and statutory consultees, will provide

the detailed framework which will

enable the development of a

permanent sporting, cultural and

leisure stadium, in accordance with

Core Strategy policy Bl(8)b.

on the character of surviving historic

fabric,

the river corridor contribute positively

to its character, and that

development alongside the riverside
provides a positive relationship to it.

POLICY SB2:

Development Requirements and

Design Principles

The River

These will apply to the consideration

of development proposals within this

area.

1Working with key stakeholders,

delivering the removal of the radial
gate and facilitating the creation of a

high quality public space that

enhances the setting of Pulteney

Bridge, improves safety for users of
the riverside path, and improves the
ecological value and function of the

river.

6 Where practicable, introduce

measures that enhance Green

Infrastructure including the
biodiversity and character of the
river, and the provision of habitats for
important species. It is a requirement

for a biodiversity study to be
commissioned to inform the

development of a new stadium, and

this should consider the impact of

lighting, particularly in relation to

bats.

Riverside West (Parade Gardens,

Terrace Walk, Orange Grove, Grand

Parade) 2 The design will respond

appropriately and creatively to

its sensitive context within the

World Heritage Site, including

the importance of open views

for example from Grand Parade,
Orange Grove and Terrace Walk to

the hillsides beyond, and the iconic

view from North Parade Bridge to

Pulteney Bridge and Weir. The range

of views is to be agreed through the
Development Brief and Landscape

1The creative reuse of the voids

underneath Grand Parade and
Terrace Walk including the provision

of radically improved public access to

Parade Gardens and to the riverside.

2 Development proposals will be

expected to protect existing and

provide for improved habitats, along

the river edge.2 The potential of an appropriate new

building for cultural uses in front of

Terrace Walk will be considered,
subject to a thorough sensitivity

analysis, including the importance of
the vista to Sham Castle from Ralph

Allen's Town House,

7 Providing the opportunity for the
leisure centre to be refurbished and
improved.3 Lighting at this location must be

designed to safeguard the important

ecological function of the river

corridor, to include the retention of a

dark corridor for bats.

8 In discussion with landowners
explore options for parking in this
area or on adjacent sites.

and Visual Impact Assessment
process.

3 Development proposals will

enhance and intensify the leisure

offer with more variety and year

round use.

3 Improving access to the river edge

from Parade Gardens, enhancing the
view corridor to Pulteney Bridge and
reinforcing the biodiversity value of

the river edge.

4 Improving the experience for

pedestrians and cyclists along the
riverside, ensuring that access is safe,

comfortable and enjoyable.

9 Ensure no net loss of floodplain

storage.

10 Undertake a detailed historic
environment assessment, and where

necessary evaluation, in order to

identify and implement appropriate

mitigation.

4 The safety and convenience of

vehicutaf access to and from the Rec

will be improved.

Riverside East (The Rec, including

Bath Rugby Club, Bath Sports and

Leisure Centre, the Pavilion, and
other associated areas)

4 Connecting the area underneath
Grand Parade to Slippery Lane,

subject to the consideration of impact 5 Ensuring landscape, tree planting

and public realm enhancements along
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