
 

 

 
Draft minutes of an EXTRAORDINARY MEETING of the TOWN COUNCIL held 
at Bruton Community Hall on Thursday 10th November 2022.   
 
Present: Councillors Anderton, G. Baker, Coulter, Cullen, Fradley, Hood, Jones (Chair) and 
Robinson. 
 
Also present: Representative from Symphony, Representative from Claremont Planning 
Consultancy, District Councillor Trimnell and Locum Clerk Zöe Godden.  
 
There were 11 members of the public present at the start of the meeting.  
 
The meeting started at 19:30. 
 
22/137 Apologies for absence 
Apologies had been received from Councillors A. Baker, Buckland, Crawford, Taylor and 
Wilson. 
 
22/138 Declarations of interest 
Councillor Anderton declared a personal interest in item 22/138 as he owned property 
adjacent to the current GP surgery. 
Councillor Cullen declared a personal interest in item 22/138 because he worked locally as a 
financial advisor.  
 
The Chair welcomed everyone to the meeting and explained that the Town Council was not 
the Planning Authority with the power to make decisions over planning applications rather, 
the Town Council was a statutory consultee and the planning authority was currently South 
Somerset District Council (SSDC). However, the Chair noted that, after April 2023, the 
planning authority would be the new unitary Somerset Council.  
 
The Chair went on to introduce the representatives from Claremont Planning Consultancy 
and Symphony and said that the order of the meeting would be as follows: 
 

1. Presentation(s) from Claremont and Symphony 
2. Public comments and questions  
3. Councillor questions to Claremont and Symphony representatives 
4. Councillor discussion 

 
The Chair asked that members of the public kept their comments to three minutes and did 
not repeat points already made.  
 
The representative from Claremont Planning Consultancy explained that: 

• The application on the agenda was an amendment of an original application last 
considered by the Town Council in April 2021. 

• The number of dwellings had been reduced from 70 to 65. 

• The land for the new GP surgery was no longer within the main area of the site, with 
additional land to the north of the main site being gifted to accommodate a new 
surgery. Following discussions with Symphony, it had been ascertained that the 
original location of the land for the new surgery had been unsuitable due to its 
location close to the entrance of the main site. Alternative locations within the main 
site of the application had been considered but none had been suitable.  

• Other elements of the application were mainly the same as the original submission. 

• County Highways had agreed that access and linkage arrangements were satisfactory. 
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• A detailed ecology survey had been completed and showed the presence of bats and 
dormice in hedgerows on the site. An ecology mitigation and enhancement plan had 
been signed off by the County Ecologist. 

• An off-site phosphate mitigation strategy had been agreed with SSDC, which involved 
the purchase of phosphate credits relating to the closure of a pig farm elsewhere in 
the District. 

 
The representative from Symphony explained that: 

• Symphony managed the contract for Bruton Surgery. 

• The surgery in Bruton was the second most undersized surgery in Somerset. The 
building was outdated and not fit-for-purpose.  

• A new surgery would benefit patients but would also benefit staff. This was an 
important issue due to recruitment and retention difficulties in the NHS. 

• Symphony had been searching for a new site for three years. All sites reviewed to date 
were not suitable, except the site identified in this planning application.  As such, 
Symphony was supportive of this application.  

 
19:50 – The Chair allowed a public open session 
 
Members of the public raised the following points: 

• The off-site phosphate mitigation scheme would not address phosphates in the 
immediate area. 

• Additional demand on schools and other town amenities needed to be addressed. 

• The location of the land for the new GP surgery was not a benefit to the community 
because construction traffic would have to travel through the existing estate. Once 
built, staff, patients and deliveries to the surgery would also have to pass through the 
same estate, navigating tight corners with limited visibility. 

• The proposed location of the new GP surgery was too far from the centre of Bruton 
and the nearest bus stop, meaning patients would need to use private vehicles to 
attend appointments. This would result in unacceptable increases in traffic 
movements on the existing estate.  

• Over 190 objections to this application were recorded on SSDC’s website. It was felt 
that the views of residents should be taken seriously. 

• The entrance to the proposed development was out of character with any other 
development of 60 or more dwellings. None of the three access points to the 
proposed development was suitable.  

• The proposed double-yellow lines were required to enable refuse vehicles to enter 
and leave the site. They would be painted outside current dwellings, sheltered 
housing and a bus stop. This would cause unacceptable parking difficulties for 
current residents and the carers who have to visit the residents living in sheltered 
housing. 

• The Transport Assessment states that 86% of vehicle users would access the 
proposed development via Brewham Road but satnavs direct vehicles along the more 
direct route via Eastfields. When the Cuckoo Hill development had been proposed, it 
had been determined by SSDC that access to the site via Eastfields was unsafe. A 
request was made for SSDC’s Planning Committee to visit the site of this current 
application to see the proposed access. 

• A decision on this application should not be rushed because there were other sites 
across the district that could be developed to address the lack of a five-year housing 
land supply.  
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• It was already the case that groups of pedestrians, including children and adults with 
push chairs, must walk to school and the town centre along Brewham Road. There 
had been several incidents where pedestrians had been struck by the wing mirrors of 
passing vehicles. Pedestrians often had to step into the road to allow others to pass, 
which was dangerous.  

• The proposed traffic calming scheme would cause hold-ups on Frome Road (A359) 
especially when cyclists were using the road and would cause parking difficulties for 
current residents.  

• Reducing the speed of traffic is the only way to make the A359 safer.  

• It was felt that the majority of GP appointments were now conducted online or by 
telephone so the need for a new, larger GP surgery was questioned. 

• It was felt that the inclusion of land for a new surgery was a sweetener, added to 
encourage permission for the 65 dwellings to be granted.  

• The usefulness of public transport links was overstated in the original application. 
Several of the bus services quoted were school busses only.  

• Bruton was already suffocated by traffic. Adding additional vehicles would exacerbate 
the situation and negatively impact air quality on the High Street. 

• The proposed development would spoil the view, which was enjoyed by many 
walkers.  

 
20:14 – The Chair brought the public open session to a close and invited 
Councillors to ask any questions of the Claremont and Symphony 
representatives.  
 
Symphony 

• Has a survey of current patients been carried out to find out their views on the 
possible relocation of the surgery? 
The consultation process was managed by the Integrated Care Board and a survey 
would be carried out when there was a proposal for the surgery itself. If the majority 
of patients opposed the move, it would likely not go ahead. There were no plans to 
remove the surgery from Bruton altogether.  

• Who would build the GP surgery? Would the arrangement be a private finance 
initiative? 
The NHS would build it with its partner, Assura, so it could be thought of as a private 
finance initiative.  

• Has Symphony had any discussions with County Highways regarding access to the 
site or with Kings regarding a possible site on their land? 
Only in relation to this planning application. There have been discussions with Kings 
but the site was not suitable.  

 
 
Claremont 

• If planning permission is granted, will Claremont sell the site? Could any potential 
developer amend the plan and build more dwellings once the site was sold? 
A number of local and national developers are interested in the site. The outline 
permission would limit the number of permitted dwellings. A subsequent planning 
application would have to be submitted if a developer wanted to increase the number 
of dwellings. The provision of the public open space could be controlled via a S106 
agreement so it is protected forever.  

• If planning permission is not granted for this current application, would the land 
for the GP surgery still be available? 
Claremont’s client would not buy the site if permission was not granted, so the land 
would not be available.  
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• A good deal of the information provided by Claremont’s representative, including 
the issue of the gifting of land for a GP surgery, is not detailed on the Planning 
Portal. Is it the case that, if planning permission is granted, Claremont’s client 
would buy the site and gift the plot to Symphony for a new surgery? 
The gifting of the land for a new surgery would be put into a legally binding 
agreement should planning permission be granted.  

• Has consideration been given to constructing an access to the site of the proposed 
new GP surgery from allotment land to the north? 
Yes. A feasibility study found that access from the allotment site was not financially 
viable and not deliverable due to the topography and various areas of ransom land. 
Claremont had been criticised for not providing land for a new surgery within the 
previous iteration of this application. Claremont had listened to local concerns, hence 
the inclusion of the land to the north for this purpose in the new version of the 
application.  

• If permission is granted but Symphony decides not to go ahead with a new surgery 
on the land to the north of the site, what would happen to that land? 
The land would likely be added to the public open space.  

• Will the full 35% affordable housing definitely be provided? 
Yes. This would be laid out in a legally binding agreement. Claremont would only 
recommend their client to agree to 35% affordable units if there was a clear intention 
to provide these.  

• The planning application being considered at this meeting does not include any 
details for a new surgery, just the possible gifting of the land should permission for 
the dwellings be granted. Is it possible that the surgery itself would not get planning 
permission? This has happened with other applications in the past. 
It would be worthwhile for Symphony to provide a feasibility study to show that the 
land would be viable for a new surgery. 

• What is contained in the S106 agreement? 
Onsite affordable housing, public open space, open space maintenance, pedestrian 
crossing improvements for connections to Bruton, travel plan, education, healthcare 
and libraries. The Claremont representative agreed to share the full details with the 
Town Council. 

• How will Claremont address the problems of additional vehicle movements and the 
requirement for additional school places? 
The transport impact statement that accompanies the application takes account of 
both developments to the south and north of Brewham Road. It is a combined 
mitigation scheme and includes pedestrian crossings and accessibility improvements. 
County Highways has agreed that the additional 65 dwellings can be accommodated 
with these improvements.   

• How will the drainage works integrate with the drainage system under the Cuckoo 
Hill development? 
There would need to be a full drainage assessment but drainage infrastructure would 
be installed under the public open space. 

• The roads on the Cuckoo Hill estate have still not been adopted by the County. Will 
this impact on the viability assessment for the new surgery? 
It is not necessary for the roads to be adopted but they do have to be accessible by all 
users.  

• Why can the surgery not be located to the south of the site? 
Construction traffic would not be able to access the site via Brewham Road, meaning 
that the surgery would have to be built last. Positioning the surgery at the north of the 
site means that it can be built straightaway, without having to wait for the access 
road, dwellings and drainage to be completed. 

 
 



 

5 
 

22/139 Planning application: To consider the following application and 
make recommendations to South Somerset District Council, the Local Planning 
Authority. 20/02297/OUT Land North of Brewham Road, Bruton, Somerset 
Outline application with access to be determined and all other matters 
reserved, for the residential development of the land for up to 65 dwellings and 
safeguarding of land for a new GP Practice; alongside public open space, a 
drainage scheme and associated works. 
https://publicaccess.southsomerset.gov.uk/online-
applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=summary&keyVal=QF1XECOWK
5J00  
 
Councillors proceeded to discuss the application, making the following observations: 

• The fundamental content of the application had not changed since it had last been 
considered. Access through Wyvern Road was inappropriate. If access was permitted 
from Brewham Road, a roundabout could be constructed to serve the sites to the 
north and south of Brewham Road and the surgery could then be located at the south 
of the site. This would prevent additional traffic using the small roads on the existing 
estate.  

• The linking of the provision of a public service (the surgery) with private enterprise is 
a sad state of affairs.  

• There had been no changes to the pedestrian and transport assessments. The 
designated routes in the transport assessment were not the routes that people would 
actually use. People will always choose the most direct route. This would likely lead to 
holes being made in boundary hedges to enable pedestrian access to Brewham Road. 
The designated walking route crosses private land. Nothing had been done to make 
the walking route to the town centre safer. The site was a long way from the town 
centre so people would use their cars instead of walking or cycling. No cycle routes 
were included. The proposal represents a car-centric development on the edge of 
town that would lead to more traffic, isolation and people feeling disconnected from 
their community.  

• The same reasons given for objection to this development could have been applied to 
the Cuckoo Hill and Brewham Road South developments but people, like teachers 
and nurses, need homes locally.  

• The need for affordable housing is undeniable but large housing estates should not be 
built just to provide a small proportion of affordable dwellings. 

• Access to the Cuckoo Hill development was proposed via Eastfields but the Planning 
Inspector insisted that access could only be via Frome Road for safety reasons. 
Nothing had changed since then so access for this application should also not be via 
Eastfields. District Councillor Trimnell agreed to investigate why access was said not 
to be possible from Brewham Road. 

 
RESOLVED: It was proposed and unanimously agreed that the Town Council 
recommends refusal of this application for the same reasons given the last time 
it was considered, namely: 

• There has been insufficient consultation with the local community and its 
elected representatives, and as a result the applicants are not in a 
position fully to understand and appreciate local needs and wishes.  

• Bruton’s infrastructure is in urgent need of improvement and Bruton 
Surgery is Somerset Clinical Commissioning Group’s top priority for 
improvement, so it would be more appropriate to use the site for a new 
health centre rather than for more houses.  

• Bruton Town Council has previously specified (in its response to the 
SSDC Issues and Options consultation) that any new housing off the 
Brewham Road should be low density with a total of no more than 6o 

https://publicaccess.southsomerset.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=summary&keyVal=QF1XECOWK5J00
https://publicaccess.southsomerset.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=summary&keyVal=QF1XECOWK5J00
https://publicaccess.southsomerset.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=summary&keyVal=QF1XECOWK5J00
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dwellings, ideally split equally between sites on either side of the 
Brewham Road. The 60 dwellings will now be delivered by the agreed 
development south of Brewham Road.  

• In the current Climate Emergency the application’s reliance on motor-car 
access is inappropriate. It ignores the guidance set out in the 
Government’s Cycle Infrastructure Design local transport note (LTN 
20/1) and offers no provision for cyclists.  

• The proposed access arrangements would direct substantially more 
motor and pedestrian traffic onto Eastfields, the Brewham Road and 
Quaperlake Street, three roads where pedestrians are already at risk, 
thereby gravely compromising road safety.  

• The application would increase flooding risks to existing, agreed and 
proposed housing developments, all the more so given the predicted 85% 
rainfall increase. This is contrary to the declaration by the Town, District 
and County Councils of a Climate Emergency.  

 
In addition, the Town Council did not believe that the changes in respect of the 
surgery altered its view on whether the application should be approved and that 
it was concerned that the affordable housing would not be delivered.  
 
 The meeting ended at 21:01. 
 
 

Zöe Godden 

 
Zöe Godden 
Locum Town Clerk 


