Ashton Vale to Temple Meads and Bristol City Centre Rapid Transit Order

Additional Proof of Evidence of objector Maggie Shapland (OBJ202) 10 June 2012

1. Summary of evidence

1.1. None of my original concerns in my statement OBJ202 have been allayed

1.2. CD/A12 Chapter 8 Confirmed major negative impact on the Harbour Railway, the dockside heritage and M Shed (8.5.10), which has just had a £27 million makeover (cost over budget due to instability of the ground and having to dig far deeper foundations) and is very popular, as well as adverse impacts on most of the route which goes through eight conservation areas and past many listed buildings
1.3. The only positive impact confirmed in CD/A12 Chapter 8 are that the railings alongside the Cumberland Road will be restored (with adverse effect of being shorter, and the planning application said they would all be replaced- a planning condition will now make sure as many as possible will be reused including fence posts); existing signage on Prince Street to be removed (except that most is still needed due to bridge swings and a one way system and there will now be a massive clutter of a 40 metre bus stops ruining a historic view adjacent to grade II and grade II* buildings!); and restoration of the Ashton Bridge which would have meant removing evidence of its rare top structure and adding cantilever bridge against English Heritage advice! A new application will have to be submitted (the promoters had not appreciated they would have to do so!)- surprisingly during the inquiry!

1.4. When I looked at the evidence submitted by the promoters in this fervent pursuit of a scheme that did not serve the main area of Bristol, I was shocked by the inconsistencies, the omissions, the blatant lack of appreciation of the character and features of this area, the disregard of English Heritage advise despite affirmation there had been full consultation. Mr Linfoot's montages showed a sterile landscape. 

1.5. Mr Thompson gave some very useful figures (OA.6.2 figures 3) which proved that the Ashton Vale route along the Cumberland Rd would have hardly anyone alighting and boarding along the route except Cabot and Broadmead (and Arnolfini- nearest stop to Broad Quay!) even in 2031. The figures also show the surprising fact that although people got off at the Arnolfini, very few got back on in 2016/2031. People driving from the west would be more likely to drive to Temple Meads than leave the car at the Long Ashton Park and Drive (OA/6/ page 26)!. He also told us how many Prince St bridge swings and how long they took 8-9 minutes- which showed what a bottleneck it could be especially if the Matthew went through which takes 29-30 minutes or two boats in one swing. We also found three times as many pedestrians (by type) crossed the bridge than cyclists (OA/6/2 page 45)

1.6. It was a shock to hear from Mr Willcock (OA13 6.19) that the Prince Street Bridge was to become the centre of the universe. To find that the North South rapid transit route was also going over the bridge, plus airport flier etc etc culminating in at least 1 vehicle per minute was ridiculous. It turns this grade II bridge from being a historic character bridge in a popular leisure area  where a huge amount of money has been spent into a major bus route impacting on it. OA149 7.4.5  The Floating Harbour is a visual and psychological benefit to the southern part of the Conservation Area. The presence of boats and ships along the quayside is a reminder of past history. It is far more flexible to leave the bridge for its current purpose of light transport and pedestrians one the east side, and pedestrians segregated from cyclists on the west side where people love watching the bridge swing and they feel totally safe.

1.7. Mr Willcock also confirmed that the Park and Drive had run at a £50,000 deficit ever since set up 15 years ago. This begs the issue as to the fact that the speed of the BRT vehicle will be low all the way from Cumberland Rd underpass, M shed to the Grove due to the sharp bends, narrow bridge, 3 sets of traffic lights so the stretch causing the most damage to the conservation area, and the most expensive part is the slowest stretch too so not particularly a viable route

1.8. Prince Street bridge is  totally unsuitable in terms of width, likelihood of being hit by an overhang since the pavement buffer has been removed (I have seen many buses hit the new kerbs at the bottom of Park Street with their bodywork), a bottle neck due to having one way crossing, inadequate evacuation strip) and the huge numbers of pedestrians who are now constrained to crossing on one side and will no longer be protected from cyclists. This contravenes Core Strategy (CD/C8 3.4 objective 8) because it is no longer safe. We also found out that there would be an order to reduce the hours of swinging- this is a harbour amenity and boats have rights too. They have tides to catch.

1.9. To find out that the cobbles were going to be removed from in front of the grade II* Arnolfini so that a massive 40m*6m bus shelter could be put in the middle of the road with vehicles going on the wrong side of the road because their turning circle was too great was frankly quite unbelievable as well as unsafe, thus ruining its setting and views of the Prince Street Bridge, engine house etc as well as views from Prince Street bridge and its setting being spoilt, and grade II* Shakespeare at 68 Prince Street. The City and Queen Square Conservation Appraisal (OA149) states the Arnolfini is a landmark so contributes significantly to the character and townscape of the local area, being navigation or focal points and key elements in views. Mr Chapmans evidence (OA16 3.13)  breaks Framework (CD/D27 pt132) with regard to impact The more important the asset, the greater the weight should be. Significance can be harmed or lost through development within its setting. As heritage assets are irreplaceable, any harm or loss should require clear and convincing justification. BCS22 particularly DM24 iv (views) and v (settings) of Options document CD/C24), and B2 and B5 of the local plan (C21) not followed because townscape features were not considered in relation to surrounding.  There has never been a bus stop here before.
1.10. By the time I got to Mr Griffin (OA8) I had just about got used the fact that the engineers were trying to produce a scheme on a route regardless of the consequences, so gave up asking why the transport scheme had been thought out in isolation and at the expense of the harbourside heritage, but I really had to ask myself what on earth a person who was purporting to be the heritage person actually cared about. He facilitated his colleagues inadvertently damage the heritage rather than help them see the error of their ways. His desk top study was proven inadequate especially regarding detail, photographs (and captions) of the most impacted areas. When asked about the balance between heritage and transport. Overall benefit outweigh acknowledged negative impact to heritage. Ashton bridge will be restored, Prince St bridge will be made stronger (but only because the BRT scheme needs it for this route and other routes in the future and despite the fact that it has a massive impact on the setting and use). Can you really hand on heart say this is a positive impact on grade II prince street bridge and acceptable. Transport corridor, evolution. Transport benefits outweigh negative minor issues. With reference to the bus shelter outside the Arnolfini Major impact settings issues less important than BRT scheme. Positive since using identity guidelines A14 (which does not identify listed buildings eg page 13) rather than impact documents. Words fail me. It is significant that I have not received answers to my written questions which I submitted on 31st May

1.11. Mr Linfoot (OA9) was happy to remove all cobbles, make the railway look sterile and had only looked at the area from Ashton Vale to the south of Prince Street Bridge. He thus could not comment on planting the bus shelter on Prince Street despite the fact his speciality was visual impact. It is significant that I have not received answers to my written questions which I submitted on 31st May

1.12. Mr Williams (OA11) was informative. He confirmed that dba would increase from 42.8 to 59.2 (OA/11/2 table 9) by the buttery (far greater than a 3db minor difference). Mr Lyons the Inspector confirmed that there was a guidance on the settings of heritage assets that increased noise levels can be taken into account since they affect enjoyment. This is likely to be true too of upto 10% increased emissions confirmed by Mr Marner (OA/12/3/ table 2 receptors 66, 89-91). Emissions also went up along Cumberland Rd since pedestrians were closer to the vehicles due to parking being removed. It was hard to understand why emissions did not go up along the chocolate path for the same reason

1.13. The sad thing was that the planning officer (OA16) rubber stamped the transport policies and omitted commenting on the negative heritage aspects of the scheme which BCS22 is supposed to protect. Local Plan policies B2, B15, Development Management Plan (CD/C26) DM24iv,v which are policies to protect views, landmarks, focal features, cobblestones, settings were not  commented on and this was acknowledged by Sarah O'Driscoll who stood in for Mr Chapman
1.14. I was not impressed that no one had included the City and Queen Square Conservation Area Appraisal as a core document when there was such a negative impact on Prince Street and the grade II* and grade II listed buildings and their settings (including the bridge). This had been approved in March 2009 so there can be no excuse

1.15. I was not impressed that even the Planning Officer (OA16) had not used Conservation Area Appraisals, and considered the route safe and an improvement to pedestrians and cyclists despite the fact that the City Docks appraisal stated Threats p35 Increased traffic along Cumberland Road such as the proposed Bristol Rapid Transit further impeding pedestrian and cycle amenity Threats p40 Proposed Bristol Rapid Transit affecting Bathurst Basin. The excuse was they were advisory despite the fact they are meant to be used in conjunction with the Core Strategy.
1.16. Many questions remain unanswered or the answers show the total lack of concern of the heritage of the route and the tourist and pedestrian experience, and lack of preparation. It is now very clear that the plans for Prince Street and its bridge as just as damaging as the plans for Cumberland Road, the Harbour Railway and the dockside. I have supplied the full list of questions and answers received so far in my full proof appendix to show how I came to this conclusion. 

1.17. I wrote in my original statement that the scheme made little sense and the more one looked at it the worse it got. Now having heard all the promoters witnesses the scheme looks even worse. It is one thing to provide a transport system to a tourist destination, but it should not be attempted when roads are too narrow to support the extra lanes required, and makes the destination less attractive due to major adverse impacts on the Harbour Railway, settings of listed buildings, removing cobbles, and increase noise and air pollution in the open space of the Harbourside especially since it appears to be a route where very few passengers want to board and alight. The damage can not be mitigated against
