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Planning Applica+on 23/03558/EFUL Arena 1865 Ltd 

Further response from Federa+on of Bath Residents’ Associa+ons (FoBRA) 

We submi*ed earlier consulta3on responses on general planning ma*ers (23rd October 2023) and 
on Transport and Access (31st October 2023). We have considered the revisions made in this new 
applica3on and have further comments, which are presented below as updates with reference to our 
previous documents. Relevant parts of our previous response preface the related update comments 
for ease of reference. 

 

Updated comments on Principles 

• The revised applica3on takes li*le account of use-related issues: It does not address the fact 
that the extensive new non-Rugby uses cons3tute an “Agent of Change”, it does not 
adequately clarify the nature of the proposed new events, and strongly resists Condi3ons 
mi3ga3ng adverse impacts of those extended uses on surrounding areas. 

• FoBRA therefore con3nues to be concerned with the impacts on Bath Residents and 
reiterates Principle (c) above. 

• We strongly recommend clear and enforceable planning condi3ons to protect residen3al 
amenity of the historic and residen3al neighbourhood which the proposal sits within. 
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Updated comments on use not ancillary to stadium use/impact on city centre 

• The revised plan s3ll includes large amounts of non-ancillary hospitality ac3vi3es including 
nearly 9000 square feet of 7-day-a-week food/beverage space, over 8000 square feet of 
further “hospitality suites …available for hire” with expected usage of about 114 days a year, 
as well as further “suppor3ng floorspace” which explicitly refers to bars without providing 
details.   

• Accordingly our previously expressed concerns (above) regarding the threat these non-
ancillary uses pose to the economic viability and future sustainability of the city centre 
remain outstanding. 

• Detailed travel data rela3ng to these ac3vi3es are currently absent and need to be provided. 

 

 

 

Updated comments on Noise 

• Non-rugby events: The applicant appears to imply willingness to comply with the CoP which 
is welcome.  However, this is not reflected in the actual measures proposed, which do not 
conform to noise levels set out in the CoP and do not take proper account of the cumula3ve 
impact principles that are an integral part of the CoP. The large increase in events (including 
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thirteen over the short out-of-season period) requires clear and enforceable caps on noise 
levels reflec3ng the number of events. 

• There has been a certain amount of further informa3on about non-rugby events, and a 
reduc3on in music concerts from four to three, but the necessary clear informa3on remains 
absent and our above comments remain relevant. What cons3tutes an event? One concert 
or a fes3val of several concerts over an extended period? (i.e. over several days or over more 
than one day?) Detail is cri3cal and condi3ons are essen3al. Also we would expect there to 
be no room for future extensions to these limits via a less democra3c licensing route. 

• We strongly disagree with the developer’s posi3on that it is acceptable for “noise impacts to 
cause harm to the quality of life of neighbouring proper3es”.  The non-rugby uses cons3tute 
an “Agent of Change” which requires meaningful enforceable Condi3ons in mi3ga3on of 
impacts. The benefits alleged to jus3fy such harm are moreover not proven, with 
exaggera3on of supposed benefits and underplaying the adverse impacts and harms. 

• Adequacy of technical data: The provided noise maps are confined to a small area and 
appear not to take account of the known noise characteris3cs of the bowl in which Bath is 
located, where noise on some parts of hillsides such as Bathwick Hill can be as significant as 
some loca3ons in the basin below. As a result many significant loca3ons are absent from 
these maps, including many homes close to the Rec (e.g. Edward Street, Vane Street, 
Henrie*a Street), and important facili3es that act as places of worship and venues for 
classical music/literature events throughout the year and during various fes3vals (Bath 
Abbey, Bathwick St Mary’s and others). Much wider mapping is needed. 

• In summary, noise impacts are likely to be a source of significant nuisance to residents far 
beyond the areas currently examined and this requires proper considera3on with 
enforceable limits and mi3ga3ons. 
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Updated comments on Ligh+ng 

• We welcome the proposal to include enclosed blinds within the window units along the 
riverside to prevent light spill onto the river corridor.  This (and their use from dusk to dawn) 
needs to be an enforceable condi3on, and does not remove the need for the reten3on of the 
riverside trees. 

• The other ma*ers raised in our original comments do not appear to have been addressed 
and our comments remain valid. 

• The proposed installa3on of large TV screens requires addi3onal measures to prevent light 
from these (which may be flashing or otherwise disturbing) intruding into residen3al homes. 
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Updated comments on Crowd Management/Security/Safety 

• Our original response highlighted the apparent omission of considera3on of the safety-
related issues rela3ng to mixing of pedestrians and vehicles on the North side of the 
stadium. There is li*le proposed to address this.  

• In fact the revised proposals seem designed to make this worse, with a substan3al increase 
in the number of people using the William Street entrance, and the proposal to shut North 
Parade Bridge before and aeer matches inevitably redirec3ng more vehicles over Pulteney 
Bridge.   

• We note that no account appears to be taken by the applicants of the much higher baseline 
of pedestrian use on the North Side of the stadium (where access routes are acknowledged 
not to be fully DDA compliant), with high concentra3ons of tourists, shoppers, local residents 
visi3ng or transi3ng the area between Pulteney Bridge and Sydney Gardens/Holburne/K&A 
Canal. The existence of such counterflow pedestrian fooiall seems to have been ignored. 
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Updated comments on Heritage/Conserva+on 

• FoBRA welcomes reduc3on in proposed heights at the ends of the new Stands. However, the 
maintaining of the higher centre por3ons of the stands mean the changes will have only 
limited impact on harm to OUV views from the City Centre to the green selng. 

• The illustra3ons of visual impact on the important Grade I Listed Pulteney Estate remain 
inadequate. More thorough evalua3on of the visual impacts on Pulteney Estate and of the 
physical impacts on the founda3ons of these Grade I Listed buildings both directly (through 
construc3on works) and indirectly (through disturbance of underground watercourses in this 
alluvial plain) is needed. 

• The redesign of the East Stand is not an improvement, introducing a wooden finish that is 
incongruous with the Conserva3on Area loca3on, and incorpora3ng steps and raised areas 
that threatens to a*ract night-3me an3social behaviour. 

• We reiterate that we believe an independent design panel is needed to assure a higher 
quality of architectural design and delivery.   

 

 

 

Updated comments on Loss of Green Space and treescape 

• We welcome the small reduc3on in footprint (with encroachment into the Rec reduced by 
ca. 1m) but this is minimal compared to the proposed loss of green space. Our earlier 
comments on loss of green open space therefore remain valid. 
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• We had asked for protec3on of riverside trees. In contrast, the revised plans propose 
removal of several extra trees along the riverside including three of the large mature tulip 
trees.  This will introduce gaps which break the con3nuity and tarnish the visual appearance 
of this row of large trees which is a characteris3c view within the city.  

• If any trees are to be removed (which we oppose) they should be replaced by like-for-like 
trees of equivalent mature stature, on the site itself, as befits the Vision of Policy SB2 of an 
enhanced green infrastructure throughout the area.  

 

 

Updated comments on Flood Risk 

• We are disappointed to see the con3nued lack of transparency around Flood Emergency 
Planning, and are concerned to have noted a number of errors in the submi*ed document 
with regard to ma*ers of fact rela3ng to evacua3on triggers and history of flooding on the 
site.  

• Our earlier comments therefore remain valid, especially with regard to the need for key 
components of the Flood Emergency Plan to be se*led within the main applica3on to ensure 
proper scru3ny is possible by local residents requiring simultaneous access to constrained 
evacua3on routes. 
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Updated comments on Construc+on Management 

• Further informa3on about Construc3on Management appears superficial and to disregard 
the unique and constrained nature of the site as well as the high vulnerability to noise, 
vibra3on and pollu3on of the closely adjacent Grade I Listed buildings. 

• Our previous comments therefore remain valid. 

 

Transport – see FoBRA Transport Comments of 30 October 2023 

• There has been some upda3ng of the traffic data, with counts taken in 2024. However, this 
2024 data was measured from 1 to 8 June 2024 during the six week closure of North Parade. 
The disrup3on of traffic during the closure of North Parade was very substan3al in eastern 
Bath, with re-rou3ng of hundreds of buses, extremely high levels of conges3on on local 
roads including junc3ons at Bathwick roundabout, Beckford Road/Bathwick Street and 
Cleveland Place, and large numbers of drivers choosing different routes. The extended 
periods of standing traffic cannot have provided representa3ve data for baseline condi3ons 
or for matchday traffic on 8 June. 

• The traffic flow data base for the analyses of impact has been compiled from data used in a 
number of recent planning applica3ons including Bath Quays North, the former Bath Press 
site, Wells way garage, Bath Gas Works, Aequus (Upper Bristol Road), and the former MOD 
site on the Warminster Road. The data assembly is described in the Environmental 
Assessment Statement report 18V2, Appendix 18.1 (Cumula3ve assessment – transport) but 
none of the tables  showing this data iden1fy the source/sources. 

• The Transport and Access Impact Assessment omits key roads at A36 Pulteney Road and 
Lansdown Road, the former being a key route in the close vicinity of the stadium and the 
la*er being a key access route into Bath from the M4 and other routes. 

• Data presented for the stadium with a capacity of 18,000 would result in an increase in the 
numbers of cars by approximately 1000. Given the limited residual capacity in City Centre car 
parks, even with the full use of Park and Ride capacity, there would be a shortage of car 
parking available (other than street parking). 

• The Drae Travel Plan deals only with rugby – much more informa3on is needed with regard 
to transport and access rela3ng to non-rugby events. Further, data is not provided with 
regard to many of the day-to-day usages. The actual transport impact is therefore s3ll 
unexplained although based on stated restaurant/bar/conferencing facili3es/capaci3es of 7-
days/week or ca. 114 days p.a. as well as other stadium usages it would very substan3al. 

• A number of poten3al mi3ga3on measures are men3oned in the Travel Plan. These need to 
be fully defined and secured by Condi3on to ensure they are implemented in prac3ce. 
Analogous Condi3ons are essen3al for other uses. 

Finally, we would like to object to the lack of viability assessment report in the applica3on. Given the 
scale of the project, the complexity of construc3on in a historically sensi3ve loca3on, an 
environmentally sensi3ve/high flood risk loca3on, the current financial risks associated with the 
retail and hospitality sectors and the threat of li3ga3on associated with imposing noisy concert 
events in a poorly sound insulated residen3al neighbourhood (as seen with the Real Madrid stadium 
development legal challenge). Add to this the ongoing risks associated with Rugby as a sport 
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associated with player concussion and the risk of overspend on complex stadia in a challenging 
construc3on market (e.g. Everton FC)  the developing partners should be required to demonstrate 
the financial viability of the project in a viability report published as part of the planning applica3on 
and available on the planning portal for public scru3ny. 

FoBRA whilst suppor3ng the principle of improved facili3es for the Rugby Club must therefore 
reiterate its concerns that this planning applica3on remains incomplete, that key reports rela3ng to 
viability are missing and key reports rela3ng to noise and transport impacts require further 
clarifica3on.   

FoBRA Commi*ee 3rd February 2025 

 

 


