
To: Nerys Watts 

Head of Heritage Lottery Fund, South West 

Balliol House 

Southernhay Gardens 

Exeter EX1 1NP 

By email to: nerysw@hlf.org.uk                                            19 September 2017 

 

Dear Nerys, 

THE CLEVELAND POOLS PROJECT 

 

I am writing to give you our view on what we believe you should do with the CPT’s 
Stage 2 funding submission, which I understand you have now received. 

Background 

 I am the Chairman of the Bathwick Estate Residents Association (BERA). We 
promote the interests of residents in a well-defined part of Bath which wholly 
includes the Cleveland Pools. You can see more detail about what we do at our 
website here: 

http://www.bathwickestateresidentsassociation.org/ 

 Our Association has long supported the Cleveland Pools project. The Pools have 
clear historical importance. And it would be good to find a sensitive way of bringing 
them back into use for all of us. Over the years we have received much publicity 
from the Cleveland Pools Trust on their plans to develop them with the support of the 
HLF, and indeed have helped to promote it.  

But there was always a puzzle. Who was ensuring that the local community was on 
board as neighbours, rather than users? When I asked CPT Members this question 
in 2014 and 2015, I was told by that this would come later. In 2016, we became 
increasingly concerned at the lack of clear focus on local community aspects of the 
project, and I asked if I could be on their steering committee. I was told they only had 
a project board. 

The immediate neighbours of the pool had been making similar enquiries of the 
Trust, but were told that there was little point in discussions until there was a clear 
plan. The first time that the Cleveland Pools Trust agreed to speak to the nearest 
residents in detail about their plans was September 2016. In October, the Trust 
representatives agreed to share their business plan numbers. In November, we in 
BERA were invited to one of these discussions for the first time, and at that meeting 
the Trust representatives withdrew their offer to share their business plan 
information. They said they could not negotiate over opening hours and planned 
numbers, as it was too late to change them. That understandably made some of the 
local residents present angry.  
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Shortly afterwards, the Trust submitted their Planning Application to the Council 
(BathNES) for the main build phase of the Pools project. This envisages the pools 
being open in the summer months up to 7 days a week, at times ranging from 7am to 
9pm, with visitor numbers rising to 36,000 by year 3. Many visitors will be delivered 
by car even if they cannot park. The CPT’s so-called travel plan is more a statement 
of the problem than a solution to it. The Bathwick Estate, and particularly that end of 
it, is a very quiet residential area, with no through traffic. 

We debated this issue at our Association’s Annual General Meeting on 4 April this 
year. We distributed our agenda to the 440 households on our Estate, stating that we 
thought the way the Pools project was being developed did not take account of local 
concerns over noise and traffic impacts on our estate, and inviting residents to come 
along and give their views.  At the AGM itself, both the CPT and the local residents 
made their case before further discussion and a vote. The outcome, by 43 votes to 4 
(with 3 abstentions) was that we should continue to object to the current plans 
because they do not take adequate account of local concerns over noise and traffic 
impacts on our Estate.   

 The Council’s Development Management Committee considered the CPT Planning 
Applications the following day. I spoke giving our objections, as did a local resident. 
To our regret the Committee nonetheless granted planning permission. The 
Committee Chair (Councillor Sally Davis) subsequently told me that Councillors  

”.. were surprised at the apparent lack of effort by the Trust to engage with residents, 
it was their poor community relations practice which we were commenting on…. 
 
I hope in future the Trust will make it a priority to engage with Bathwick Estate 
Residents Association.” 
 
Recent Meetings with the CPT 
 
Since then, with the help of our Ward Councillors, we have been pressing the CPT to 
enter into genuine negotiations to try to find a viable and acceptable way forward. 
We wanted open discussions on the basis of sharing full information, including the 
CPTs business plan and option studies, so that all could understand the basis of 
choices made to date, and the implications of any changes. 
 
But the CPT has throughout this process refused to share their business plan with 
us, citing confidentiality issues, despite offers of confidentiality agreements. We have 
therefore tried to make progress by posing questions on the main issues to try to find 
an acceptable solution. This led to one meeting with the CPT on 5 June where they 
said that various options, including reduced hours, had been modelled but had been 
shown to not be financially viable. They also said that they had been advised by the 
HLF not to publicise full financial figures.  
 
In a last effort to try and find an acceptable compromise in the absence of adequate 
information sharing, we asked the CPT to cost what seemed to us the obvious 
compromise solution of removing water heating from the proposals. This would save 
both capital and running costs, and would be a closer reflection of the original 
operation of the pools; they were never heated in the past.  
 



The CPT’s consultants, JURA, did an analysis of the unheated water option, which 
we received in late July. We found it encouraging.  Planned visitor numbers were 
reduced by 2/3 to a much more acceptable level. The financial summary showed a 
surplus for the first 3 (supported) years of operation, and a cumulative surplus for 2 
years after that. Looking at the longer-term deficit, the report itself includes a 
comment that the unheated pool was not a viable or sustainable proposition. What 
the same figures told is that it gave us a 3-year period to find ways of balancing the 
books by using, for example, more volunteer roles. 
 
We discussed this unheated water option and other issues at a further meeting with 
the CPT and Paul Jardine from JURA on 11 August. The meeting was chaired by our 
Ward Councillors, and included BathNES’ new Cabinet member for economic 
development.  
 
We were told at length by Mr Jardine that this HLF submission was very much the 
last chance for the Pools project. Once the submission was made, it would lead to a 
yes or no decision, with no negotiations. The business plan figures needed to 
convince the HLF that the project was sustainable. The unheated water option would 
be less attractive to the general public. Volunteering was difficult to cost. Much lower 
visitor numbers would be seen by the HLF as a reduced public benefit for the £3.7m 
investment.  
 
Despite his extensive experience, Mr Jardine seemed surprised to be asked how the 
financial calculations had factored in the effects of local opposition to the project on 
likely visitor numbers, volunteering prospects, and building cost risk. He said he had 
not been asked that question before.  
 
The main comment of those participants new to the issue was that these discussions 
should have taken place years ago.  
 
HLF Decisions 
 
It should now be clear to all that a fundamental error was made at the inception of 
this well-intentioned project. The CPT and HLF have made reasonable attempts to 
grapple with the unique physical constraints imposed by this enclosed site. But there 
has been a complete failure to recognise that the social implications of trying to build 
and then run a high-volume visitor attraction in the quiet end of an unusually 
peaceful neighbourhood in the generally busy City of Bath needed to be built in from 
the start of the project. The Governance structure of the CPT is probably the 
underlying cause; if it had had substantial representation from the immediate 
community the constraints should have been recognised from the start.  
 
The CPT’s proposals as they stand should be rejected because of their 
unacceptable impact on the local community. Their business plan envisages 
attracting up to 36,000 visitors a year, almost all in the summer months, with opening 
hours ranging from 7am to 9pm up to 7 days a week. Many visitors are likely to come 
by car, even though they cannot park, on a drop-off, pick-up later basis, bringing 
major traffic flows to a narrow, quiet dead-end road with no good turning space. This 
would impact much of the Estate. The hours of operation (and preparation for them) 
would have a substantial adverse noise impact on the more immediate neighbours.  



 
In terms of HLF desired outcomes, the project will make the Bathwick Estate a worse 
place to live in and visit, with a community resentful that an unwelcome project has 
been imposed upon them. There will also be a negative impact on the environment 
from the induced traffic. 
 
You will make your own assessment of the financial viability of the project. Imposing 

it on the community will depress local ticket sales and make local voluntary help 

unlikely. The build aspect will be harder to manage. It will add to the difficulties of 

recruitment to the CPT’s successor organisation. You may be aware that many 

BathNES Councillors are sceptical about the project achieving its planned visitor 

numbers. But if the HLF is willing to fund the build nonetheless, then from their point 

of view that is a local embarrassment deferred. 

The best available option from where we are now is the Non- Heated Water 

variant. JURA’s analysis shows that it in terms of visitor numbers (10, 000 rather 

than 30,000 swims per year) it is far better suited to a quiet residential community. It 

would be a specialist interest, rather than a mass. visitor attraction. There would be a 

good prospect of support from the local community, with attendant beneficial impacts 

on ticket sales, volunteering, and standing up the successor organisation. And it 

would be a closer replication of the original Pool experience. This outcome may be 

difficult to achieve granted HLF’s procedures, but it is your best bet for achieving 

something of value from this flawed project. 

If the HLF is not willing or able to pursue the Non-Heated Water option, then 

we should go back to the drawing board, and set about creating a genuinely 

community based organisation to restore the pools for local use, quite 

possibly with the eventual assistance of a much more modest HLF grant.   

I am copying this to your colleague Kirsty Wallace, Councillors Fiona Darey and 

Richard Samuel, and others locally. 

 

Yours ever 

Charles 

Charles Draper 

Chairman, Bathwick Estate Residents’ Association. 

 


