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   Appendix 51 

 

TRANSCIPTS OF OBJECTING  SPEAKERS STATEMENTS MADE AT 

SPECIAL MEETING OF COTSWOLD DISTRICT COUNCIL AT 

CIRENCESTER BAPTIST HALL ON 26TH SEPTEMBER 2017 TO 

DETERMINE APPLICATION BY BATHURST FOR 2350 HOUSES AT LAND 

SOUTH OF CHESTERTON 

 

1.     Anita Smith   ( resident )                        Introduction 

2      Mark Pratley ( Save Our Cirencester )        Trust 

3      Tony Golics  ( Save Our Cirencester )        Housing need 

4      Tony Buxton ( Save Our Cirencester )        Illusory benefits      

5      Peter Dernie  (Save Our Cirencester )        Traffic & Pollution 

6      David Broad  ( ex CDC Councillor )           Councillors ignored ?                   

7      Patrick Moylan ( Save our Cirencester )      Summing up 

 

 

1. Anita Smith      Introduction 

 

Various petitions and surveys over the last 2 years show that the 
residents of Cirencester welcome appropriate development to meet the 
growing needs of the town. However, these same surveys show 
residents are overwhelmingly opposed to the scale and the location of 
the proposed development. 
  
The Council states in the Officer’s Report that this application will cause 
harm to the town of Cirencester. It concludes that this harm will be 
balanced out by the benefits. We argue that the benefits to Cirencester’s 
residents are grossly overstated. Beyond the sport and play areas 
(which we arguably already have), there are very few additional 
guaranteed benefits. The housing need is overstated, as we will explain 
shortly. Traffic related air pollution is not assessed in any detail, ignoring 
the most recent research and ignoring a duty of care that Councillors 
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have in determining this application. 
   
National Planning Policy Framework requires the planning system to 
contribute towards sustainable development. The reality is, that 
residents living on the proposed site would be far too reliant on car travel 
to reach the town centre and other destinations in the area. The size and 
the location of the development will generate significant increases in 
traffic, which Cirencester simply cannot absorb without completely 
reconfiguring the road network. The proposed development is 
unsustainable.   
 
The Applicant and the Council claim that the site is connected to the 
town centre by cycle routes and foot paths. This is just paying lip service 
to the whole concept of sustainability; 
The Applicant and the Council claim that the site is connected to the to 
the whole concept of sustainability; the truth is, people will not use these 
as regular means of travel as they are too onerous and time-consuming; 
it would take an hour to do a round trip to town and back. There are also 
claims that a bus service will connect the site to the town, when we all 
know that significant improvement to the existing bus service is needed, 
and that it struggles to get through town as it is, without additional traffic. 
  
In conclusion, the development will generate significant increases in 
traffic that are simply not sustainable over the long term. 
  
  
2.  Mark Pratley      Lack of trust in the Council  

It is with regret I have to say, that there is a high level of distrust towards 
the Council, something which should be a significant matter of concern 
to all. This has grown in recent years. The Council did not follow best 
practice in its consultation with Cirencester, further increasing this 
distrust. 

Consistent with good practice, the applicant (BDL) arranged a visit of 
Cirencester residents to a comparable 3,000 home development on the 
edge of Aylesbury. Two main lessons came out of this visit:- 

Firstly, with 1,500 home completed the development had a new link road 
to ease traffic congestion, a new river crossing, a student academy from 
nursery to 6th form completed, and a train station with direct links to 
London immediately adjacent to the development. All could see that this 
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represented a sustainable site. These are not being provided by the 
applicant, in the Chesterton development. 

Secondly, Construction stopped at 1500 homes, leaving the site in a 
poor condition resembling a wasteland. The Council had no powers to 
require the developer to complete or restore the unfinished areas of the 
site. 

It would be prudent to require the applicant (BDL) to be the subject of 
strong legally binding obligations secured by a financial bond, one of the 
few ways in which the Council can be certain the development is 
delivered as promised. Thus ensuring, that the experience of the 
Aylesbury site, is not repeated in Cirencester. 

It is clear from the Officer’s Report that the Council has no intention of 
seeking this protection for Cirencester, why when other Councils would 
routinely do so? This risks leaving Cirencester with an uncompleted 
wasteland and an unacceptable burden while the applicant can just walk 
away, having secured a profit. 

SOC Research has demonstrated that this Council is prepared to burden 
Cirencester with a new build equal to two and a half times the national 
average for other similar sized town in the UK. This equates to 17 new 
houses per 100 residents, instead of the national average of 7 new 
houses per 100 residents. 

A further example of the lengths this Council is prepared to go, to deliver 
this site is its willingness to spend public money to work with an 
applicant who intends to avoid UK tax. The applicant may be acting 
legally, but morally it is wrong. The Council had a clear choice. It could 
have refused to work with the applicant. Most of the country including 
the last two Conservative Prime ministers would agree with this action. 
The Council however, chose to act against the spirit and arguably the 
letter of its own policy and accept this application knowing the applicant 
intended to avoid UK tax. 

Traffic related air pollution is a real concern for the residents of 
Cirencester which based on the applicants own assessment is close to 
legal limits. We believe that the Council has a duty of care to resolve our 
concerns about air quality, rather than accept the applicant’s 
assessment on such a serious issue. 

Finally it appears that the Council has distorted the figures on house 
building, excluding so called windfalls from its analysis. NPPF allows 
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windfalls to be included if, as is the case here, there is compelling 
evidence that such sites have consistently become available in the local 
area, and will continue to provide a reliable source of supply. 
 
 
3.    Tony Golics     Housing need 
 
During the first five years of the local plan period, existing build and new 

planning permissions have delivered 5,752 homes out of the 8,400 

identified as being required for the District. To explain this in a different 

way, that equates to meeting almost 70% of the identified need in less 

than a quarter of the time.  If that same rate of build and new 

permissions continues the identified need would be satisfied by end 

2018, and deliver almost 23,000 homes by the end of the plan period in 

2031.  In fact, the build rate could fall as low as one fifth of the current 

rate and the identified need would still be provided. 

This is based on the figures provided by the Council to the local plan 

examination. 

So it is quite wrong for the Council and applicant to say that the site is 

critical to meet the housing need.  It is not. 

The progress demonstrated during the first five years allows the Council 

to defer this application for at least five and then to re-start it, or identify 

alternative site.   The risk of missing the identified housing need is very 

low indeed. 

The Officer’s Report says that a failure to deliver the site would “require 

a significant number of alternative sites” in “less appropriate and more 

sensitive locations”.  No evidence is provided to support this statement. 

The assessment of the Councils own figures demonstrates that there is 

no strong argument to support continuing with a controversial site when 

by the Councils own assessment it will harm Cirencester.  To prevent 

this burden, and negative impact on Cirencester, Councillors should 

refuse, or as a minimum, defer this application for several years. 
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4.     Tony Buxton    Benefits are uncertain and do not outweigh 

harm 

The applicant and Council make much of the benefits of the proposal. 

The Officer’s Report concludes that the wider public benefits brought by 

the site will outweigh any harm.  So, as you know, the benefits should be 

real and they should be delivered with a high degree of certainty 

Housing need has already been discussed. The applicant has described 

the other benefits as 

Direct and indirect jobs during construction.  Major developments 

such as this one are delivered by national construction companies with 

established access to labour and supply chains designed to minimise 

construction cost.   Labour will for the most part be imported and supply 

chains will be mostly outside of the area.  It’s how builders remain 

competitive.  The Officer’s Report considers construction is temporary so 

surely these jobs are also considered temporary.   Because there is little 

certainty of local jobs this benefit should be given little weight. 

Long term employment opportunities are welcomed and the applicant 

was questioned on these at a recent town meeting.  The response was 

disappointing and the applicant was unable to explain in any detail and 

with confidence how these opportunities would be provided.  The long 

term opportunities were more of an aspiration than anything firm or 

certain.  Until the applicant provides greater certainty this employment 

should be given little weight. 

Health – the applicant says that there will be on-site provision of health 

services to meet the needs of the development including a GP surgery 

and pharmacy. 

The reality is the applicant will provide the land only. The Gloucester 

Care Commission Group advises that it would not support the GP 

surgery envisaged because it is not viable.    No weight can be given to 

this benefit. 

Sports and play areas – the original proposal included extensive sports 

and recreation facilities.  In the application this is much reduced and 

includes a capital contribution to off-site leisure centre and off-site 
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pitches.  Land would be set aside for a sports hall, pitches and fitness 

suite on-site. 

This is a  benefit for the development.  As the site is severed from the 

market town it cannot be a significant benefit to Cirencester. 

The applicant is providing open spaces, much of which is necessary to 

cover areas of high pressure gas pipes and other infrastructure.  As the 

site is completely severed from Cirencester it is of little benefit to the 

market town. 

Highway improvements – The Officer’s Report explains that the 

development will more than double traffic journey times from a starting 

time of approximately 1,300 seconds to approximately 2,800 seconds.  

The mitigation will return journey times to approximately 1,300 seconds.  

Therefore it is nonsense to describe these highway works as a benefit 

when all they do is seek to maintain a journey time which is worse than 

we have now.  These modifications should be given no weight. 

Schools – this topic was raised with the applicant at the town meeting.  

We understand that Primary schools in the area are already at capacity 

and children are being bussed out of the area.   The applicant 

responded that it was prepared to provide temporary construction cabin 

style accommodation for primary school children until the development 

was advanced or completed  As there is no certainty the school will be 

delivered these benefit should be given little weight. 

Without being certain benefits can be delivered and no substantive 

benefit to the market town Councillors should give little or no weight to 

these benefits and refuse the application 

  

5.        Peter Dernie       Traffic and Pollution 

 

In January 2017, Save our Cirencester had a meeting with GCC 

Highways Development Management, where they stated that - 

they believed the Bathurst Development Ltd proposed mitigation for 

Chesterton and especially the Tetbury Rd. roundabout was considered 

sufficient to prevent severe congestion. 
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The implication was that if traffic increased beyond their current 

predictions severe congestion would result. That view was based on the 

trip rates which were provided at that time by Gloucester County Council 

Highways Department. Subsequently, Save our Cirencester believes, 

based on credible technical and statistical analysis, the trip rate used for 

Chesterton is a significant underestimation. 

 

The defendable conclusion is that there probably will be severe 

congestion on both the major arterial roads of Cirencester and also the 

minor town centre roads as traffic attempts to avoid that severe gridlock. 

 

BDL has attempted to rescue the situation by proposing numerous traffic 

light controlled pedestrian crossings and traffic flow traffic lights on 

roundabouts along the A419 and the A429 roads. However, the most 

logical and common-sense conclusion is that multiple traffic lights will 

increase severe congestion even further on Cirencester roads. 

 

We believe, after Chesterton, you should all prepare for long polluted 

delays on your way to school or work. Councillors, please do not 

approve this development at this time until there has been further 

independent detailed analysis of traffic volumes. 

 

Air Pollution      

In February 2016 the Royal College of Physicians released a report 

stating outdoor air pollution contributes to about 40,000 early deaths a 

year in the UK. That’s about 100 full jumbo jets a year crashing in the 

UK and killing everyone, about twice a week. After how long would there 

be an outcry that something had to be done?  

So how does the council contribute to the reduction in deaths due to 

outdoor air pollution: it wishes to approve over development which, by 

Bathurst Development’s own admission, will generate air pollution very 

close to illegal levels.  By Save our Cirencester’s reckoning it is very 

likely to be into illegal levels (remember the trip rates discussion earlier). 

Does this show the Council is exercising its duty of care to Cirencester 

residents for decades to come? 

http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/health-35629034
http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/health-35629034
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Arup, one of the councils expert independent advisors, reviewed one of 

the developers flagship documents, the Environmental Statement, in 

early 2016. It found approximately 30 totally flawed issues in the ES, 

including air quality, and declared it unfit for purpose. One of their 

recommendations was – 

The changes in traffic due to the large development are not considered 

as being adequately assessed. A detailed assessment approach using 

detailed dispersion modelling should be followed for an assessment of 

this scale. 

 

A detailed assessment is, as it sounds, a more thorough and detailed 

analysis of traffic and likely air pollution which will give a more accurate 

and reliable result. Was this advice followed by the council? No, it 

wasn’t. 

 

Bathurst Development Limited did update the Environmental Statement, 

but Arup were not allowed to consistently re- review the full updated 

Environmental Statement to confirm it was fit for purpose. I guess the 

Council obviously thought there would be more bad news if it did. The 

Environmental Statement therefore remains unfit for purpose and should 

not be used in the decision making process. 

 

Save our Cirencester has communicated numerous times to one of the 

Council’s guardians of public health, the Technical Pollution Group, 

arguing, that a detailed air pollution assessment should be carried out to 

fully understand the serious pollution risks. They always refused, quoting 

regulations and procedural requirements.  

 

The Bathurst Development air pollution modelling is particularly unfit for 

purpose. The developer and council were requested to correct 5 flaws 

within the detailed air pollution study, and eventually they did address 

one issue. The correction of this one issue significantly increased the 

predicted NO2 air pollution concentrations by 7.7% to up to 94% of 

illegal levels.  

 

Did this encourage the Council to review the other issues; no, it didn’t. 

They preferred to kick this serious unresolved problem on to this 
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meeting in the hope that councillors would approve the development. 

Councillors please do not approve this development today in its current 

form until, amongst other things, a detailed air quality study is carried out 

to confirm the health of Cirencester residents will not be compromised.  

 

Safety     

Safety and health are apex issues in the workplace. Everything stops 

unless the workplace is safe. Bathurst Development Limited has 

proposed, and the Council has not rejected, the commissioning of 

Toucan crossings where subways currently exist (and where they don’t). 

Save our Cirencester is unaware of anyone being run over in a subway. 
However, accidents do happen at pedestrian crossings; approximately 
20% of all pedestrian accidents. Previous Cotswold District Councils 
realised this and built subways and bridges.   

 
The Bathurst Development Limited proposal of de-commissioning 
subways and replacing them with Toucan crossings will result in 
accidents. We are talking real flesh and blood, not regulatory concepts. 
 
The council needs to think ‘safety’, not regulations. The current proposal 
will result in additional accidents and injury.  Councillors, this is another 
reason why this development must not be approved today in its current 
form.  
 

6.     David Broad     Councillors views ignored 
 
I was a member here at CDC for 12 years until 20-15, 12 years on the 
planning committee, 10 as Conservative whip, with considerable 
experience of planning matters, and the planning process. 
During that time groups of Councillors met to consider where additional 
houses should be located.  
The Consensus was that housing should to spread around, some in 
Villages, not concentrate it all in the major settlements and certainly not 
to locate it all immediately south of Cirencester. 
This begs the question “Why did Forward Planning ignore this and seek 
to put so much of the burden on Chesterton?”  
Yes we need additional housing but this is clearly the wrong place to put 
all the 2300 new homes. 
You have heard how Deer Park roundabout is almost gridlocked at peak 
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times now, yet the access arrangements will substantially increase traffic 
on this route. 
You will remember the improvements to Cherry Tree Crossroads 
promised for the Kingshill development,? Well we are still waiting. 
Today is your only chance to influence the Access Arrangements. They 
are not reserved matters. Approval today will mean no further 
improvement will be contemplated.  
Even today’s officer recommendation admits “The proposed 
[]development would be outside Cirencester town centre and would not 
be in accordance with adopted Local Plan policy.”  
This cannot be a political decision. Whipping is not allowed on Planning 
Matters. It must be a free vote.   
It may be a good idea to call for a Recorded Vote. A record of who voted 
for and against the  proposal. Then there will be no hiding place come 
election time and individual reputations will be at stake. 
I know you have been subjected to tremendous pressure by officers and 
friends of the applicant to rubber stamp this proposal.   
However it is time to put the best the interests of the electorate, the 
people of Cirencester and the Cotswolds, before interests of officers, 
speculators and developers.  
Please reject this proposal.  
  

7.     Patrick Moylan      Summing up 

It is now clear that the really important decision to build all these houses 

on this single site was made years ago behind closed doors mainly by a 

few key people in CDC’s Forward Planning Team without any proper 

consultation with the people and maybe not even with councilors.       So 

called consultation by CDC has been woeful. They may have ticked all 

the boxes but they have never reached out to the people affected by the 

local plan and the Bathurst application. 

So here we are now at one minute to midnight. Is it too late for the public 

to reach out to you - the 34 independently minded councilors who have 

to make this very important decision?      The applicants have produced 

their glossy brochures, They have paid the consultants and experts for 

their expensive advice, the various departments like Highways have 

rubber stamped the traffic report so that the planning department can 

produce their report. Everybody has had their say – except you. And 

now you get to have your say and make your decision and for that we 
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are grateful. We are grateful that it is your decision and yours alone. You 

can take an holistic view, a more detached view, a wordly view, a human 

view, a realistic view.  

Amongst the many, many reasons why this application should be 

refused there are a few that stand out. 

Please never underestimate the love that people have for this town and 

how fearful and frightened they are for its future if this development goes 

ahead. Please remember that to them the future of Cirencester depends 

on this development not going ahead. 

But it’s more than raw emotion that compels people to object to this 

proposal  

The picture emerging is that the targets are being reached without the 

strategic site. Because of smaller scale developments around the district 

while the local plan was delayed and delayed we don’t need this huge 

development and quite why you’re being asked to approve 2350 houses 

right now is hard to understand. 

It is right that Cirencester should have more houses but to be getting 

nearly two and a half times more than other towns of its size seems not 

only unfair but downright wrong. 

And lets be realistic the new development will not be part of the town 

community because its in the wrong place, cut off by the relief road and 

too far away from the town. People will not walk or cycle. A round trip 

would take one hour of peoples precious time and they’ll use their cars - 

adding to our already congested streets. The so called mitigation 

measures, traffic lights and toucan crossings and so on will just snarl up 

a relief road which is very good at what it was designed for - to get traffic 

around and away from the town. 

Many of the new residents will not be working in Cirencester but will 

travel miles to the major centres as far away as Reading and Bristol. 

We’re looking at an isolated dormitory community. Not a sustainable 

community 

Yes - this town should take a share of the district’s housing need but this 

application takes us way beyond that. A combination of greed and 
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convenience are behind this application. It is quite simply too big and 

approving it would be a big mistake. Please refuse it. 

 


