
 

 

Planning Sub Committee Update Report for FoBRA Members: 12 July 2020 

 

The PSC hopes that the somewhat lengthy update we sent out on 15 May was of some help to 

members, but without the opportunity for members to question us in committee, it was considered 

that the best way to inform was to give members a little more to chew on. This latest update aims 

to continue that theme 

 

FoBRA’s objection to the redevelopment of the Mineral Hospital (19/04933/FUL) 

 

As members will recall from our previous report, not only did the PSC (obo FoBRA) submit a second 

objection to this proposed redevelopment on 16 April, but after concerns had been raised by the  

local residents of Bridewell and Parsonage lanes, we accepted their claim that our belief that the 

overlooking /loss of privacy had been ‘designed out’ had perhaps been overstated, we submitted a 

caveat to our objection on 24 April. In June the developers amended their proposals to reflect many 

of the objections and comments received, notably by Historic England and Bath Preservation Trust, 

and Planning Services department stated on 17 June that “the harm that will result to the setting of  

the hospital by the addition of the extension will be outweighed by the design and public realm 

benefits arising from these revisions. Taken together with my previous response that sets out how 

the conservation benefits and optimum viable use of the site overcome other harmful alterations, 

this scheme is, therefore, considered to be acceptable”.  

 

The elephant in the room remains not only whether the City actually needed more hotel bed-spaces 

before the CV pandemic but, especially because the ‘new normal’ post the pandemic will not 

necessarily guarantee that there will an early tourist return, this strengthens the questions of need.  

Disappointingly, but understandably because it is not within their remit, BPT holds a neutral position 

on hotel use for the site, although they would have preferred the buildings to have had a ‘more civic’ 

use.  In April we recommended that the Planning Committee deferred a decision until it had time to 

reflect more thoroughly on the need and acceptability of more hotel bed-spaces and what 

alternatives uses there might be for the Mineral Hospital and our recommendation remains extant. 

The application has not been determined so the jury’s out. 

 

FoBRA’s objection/comments on Bath Rugby’s proposals to extend the temporary 

permissions for the retention of the current N, S, E & W stands until 2022: 

(20/00135/VAR, 20/00136/VAR and 20/00137/VAR  

 

Why were we not surprised that Bath Rugby’s application not only to extend the temporary 

permissions to retain the current N, S and W stands until 2022, but also that the East stand could 

remain in situ during the summer months on the questionable grounds of “keeping the options open 

to play rugby” received delegated approval by Council Officers? They opined:   

 

“Many comments and third parties have indicated that allowing the retention of the east stand over 

the summer of 2020 will adversely impact upon the various heritage assets surrounding the 

ground and the amenities of local residents. It is right that the need of flexibility is weighed against 

these matters which are considered in more detail in the sections below. However, it is considered 

that the need to allow some limited flexibility during these exceptional times of crisis outweighs the 

additional impacts arising from the east stand remaining in-situ for the summer of 2020”. 

 

Premiership rugby may resume on 15 August, but only if the RFU deem it safe to do so. 

 

Dick Lovett Site Lower Bristol Road - Redevelopment Consultation 

 

Awaiting submission of planning application. 

 

Local Plan Partial Update (LPPU) and Statement of Community Involvement (SCI) 

 

On 30 May, the PSC, obo FoBRA, submitted its comments on whether the Council is proposing to 

address the right planning issues in the short term within the context of and to deliver the CS/PMP 

strategic objectives and spatial strategy. Our comments were posted on the FoBRA website on 31 

May. 



 

 

 

FoBRA’s objection to development of the Homebase Site to provide care community 

homes and ancillary facilities (20/00259/FUL). 

 

This application still awaits determination by the Planning Committee 

 

Bath North Quays Development Survey 

 

This survey asked six questions, The PSC’s answers, submitted on 16 June, are in italics: 

 

1. In which ways do you believe Bath Quays North will help to stimulate the city's economy? 

The provision of new modern, flexible office spaces. 

 

2. Please indicate below which sustainability elements are important to you? The provision of 

new green spaces for building/site users, enhanced green infrastructure (connecting river to 

city), improved building form to reduce energy demand for building users, EV charging 

points, cycle route, secure storage and other provision for cyclists, and the development 

should be designed to be adaptable for climate change. 

 

3. Bath Quays North proposals include new connections and public space for the city with the 

River Avon. How would you like to see this space utilised? Bath Quays North proposals 

include new connections and public space for the city with the River Avon. How would you 

like to see this space utilised?  Open air theatre/cinema events. 

 

4. Do you support the development’s connectivity in relation to travel, transport, cycling and 

pedestrian routes throughout the site? “Yes” 

 

5. Which elements of the proposals do you feel will benefit Bath the most? We would like more 

office space and Affordable Housing, especially social homes for rent.  

 

6. Do you have any further comments regarding our proposals? We answered: 

 

a. When FoBRA submitted comments on the application for outline planning permission in 

February 2018 one of our concerns was the provision of Affordable Homes (AH).  We are 

pleased to note that some AH will now be built. It is important to know now how many 

will be developed, whether these homes will actually be “affordable” and how many AH 

will be built as social homes for rent. 

b. FoBRA recognises that outline planning permission was granted in 2019 and that this 

outline permission established the uses of the site including the development of a 130-

bed hotel, but we still seriously question the need for yet more hotel bed spaces.  The city 

is awash with these, many of which remain unfilled during the week, especially in the 5* 

category, so we are surprised that the Council, no doubt influenced by the developer, still 

seem wedded to the development of a hotel in BQN. This proposal also fails to reflect that 

the likely outcome of the Covid-19 pandemic will see a reduction in visitors for many 

years. With this in mind FoBRA recommends both the developer and the Council re-read 

and re-absorb the B&NES Hotel & Visitor Accommodation Study Update 2018 that was 

published in February 2019 before advancing the plans for a hotel. It makes salutary 

reading, more so now in mid-2020. Instead we still consider that the 3,800 sq. m should 

be allocated to the provision of both more office space and AH. The developers are again 

reminded that only Outline planning permission was granted last year. 

c. Even though FoBRA again recognises that outline planning permission also established the 

parameters of the proposed buildings, we nevertheless remain concerned about the 

height of the proposed development and consider 5-stories is too high.  The original plans 

envisaged mostly four stories that were just about acceptable. Building heights are critical 

and we would not wish the OUV of our beautiful World Heritage Site city to be jeopardised 

in any way by overdevelopment. 

 

 



 

 

FoBRA’s Objection to application to extend 138 Wells Road and 2 – 6 Wellsway to create 

28 units of Purpose Built Student Accommodation (C4) (20/01591/FUL)  

 

On 10 June FoBRA objected to the application to extend 138 Wells Road and 2-6 Wellsway to create 

28 units of purpose-built student accommodation (sui generis), not only on grounds of its 

inappropriate siting, design and height and the net loss of existing residential accommodation but, 

principally, on whether there is actually a quantifiable need or indeed demand for more PBSA in Bath 

in general and in this area in particular.  FoBRA fully supported the 54 objections (to date), and 

noted in particular those cogent comments submitted by Bath Preservation Trust, Widcombe 

Association, Bear Flat Association and the Council’s Planning Policy Department who each 

recommended that this application be rejected. 

 

Federation of Bath Residents’ Associations (FoBRA) – Objection to application to 

redevelop the Jubilee Centre, Lower Bristol Road and to erect 127 PBSA units 

(20/01794/FUL) 

 

On 16 June FoBRA supported the application to redevelop the Jubilee Centre for storage and 

distribution and agreed there were merits of the proposal in terms of enabling the charity, Mercy in 

Action (MiA), to continue to operate in the city; but we objected to the proposed erection of 127 

units of purpose-built student accommodation (sui generis) on the site principally on the ground that 

there was and is no quantifiable need or indeed demand for more PBSA in Bath. We suggested that 

there had been a surprising rash of recent speculative PBSA development applications with no 

nomination agreement with either the University of Bath or Bath Spa University, and there was little 

likelihood of this particular developer securing one in the short or medium term.  We observed that, 

in our view, the developer had overstated the support it had received from the University of Bath in 

the letter cited in both the Planning and Design and Access statements where the letter makes it 

quite clear that, “…we [UoB] are not involved in the development in any way and do not expect to 

enter into any nomination agreement with the developer.”   

 

We also commented that this was an overly ambitious application which seemed to fail to recognise 

the damaging cumulative impact of the Covid-19 pandemic on higher education in general and that 

both Bath’s universities were having to deal with an unprecedented level of uncertainty with regard 

to the number of students each expects to have on campus from this September and, of course, 

beyond. We further observed that not only had this been commented upon recently by the Council 

Leadership, but in a radio interview on Somerset Live on 2 June 2020, the Vice-Chancellor of Bath 

Spa University, speaking on behalf of both universities said, “…Both Bath Uni and ourselves have 

worked very hard to reinforce the understanding that we are not growing, and that means that an 

awful lot of this speculative student development is going to be wasted because there aren’t going to 

be more students”. 

 

We concluded by suggesting this site should instead be considered for development to meet both 

the need and demand for more housing, especially affordable housing, and this could be achieved 

while at the same time continuing to house MiA. A slightly reduced footprint would facilitate the 
requirement for the provision of a few more parking spaces.  

FoBRA recommended this application be rejected. 

Former MoD Site Warminster Road Application (19/03038/FUL) 

It would seem that the developers of Holburne Park were overoptimistic with their proposals to build 

42 new dwellings and to new apartment blocks, a total of 70 new homes on this site without 

meeting the need for any affordable housing. Although officers recommended approval, the Planning 

Committee rejected this application on 26 June because the proposed development not only failed to 

provide a policy compliant level of affordable housing (this was not justified by the viability appraisal 

or any other material considerations, contrary to policy CP9 of the Core Strategy) but, due to its 

layout, height, design and appearance, it would have appeared incongruous, bulky and 

overdeveloped, particularly when viewed from across the city, adversely impacting upon the setting 

of the World Heritage Site. Finally, the PC determined that the development failed to comply with 

the adopted parking standards and was therefore considered not to provide an appropriate level of 

on-site vehicle parking, particularly in respect of visitor parking.  



 

 

Additional Development Area Holburne Park (19/04772/FUL) 

 

Further to the Planning Application (19/03838/FUL), the developers of Holburne Park also applied to 

erect eight dwellings on the south west corner of the main development site that had been reserved 

for a school (no longer required for this purpose).  This application too was refused by the Planning 

Committee on 2 July again overturning officers’ advice because the proposed development again 
failed to provide a policy compliant level of affordable housing and this was not justified by the viability 
appraisal or any other material considerations. 
 
 

NJT/JS/CC                           13 July 2020 


