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You don't often get email fron_Learn why this is important

Dear Sir/Madam,

I wish to submit the following representations against the proposed 8 CCTV poles and cameras at the
above site:-

Planning Objection — Application for CCTV Poles and Cameras at Stoke Lodge Playing Fields

Introductory Note — Camera Locations and Immediate Concerns

Camera 1 is proposed for the front right (south-east) corner of the pavilion, set slightly out into open
ground, covering an area already monitored by three existing pavilion-mounted cameras.

Camera 2 is positioned further towards the Parrys Lane corner, apparently between the canopies of the
black pine and the turkey oak, creating a foreseeable risk of pressure for unnecessary pruning of
protected trees.

Camera 3 is placed opposite Parrys Grove, near the “Mr Bump” entrance by the mini-roundabout at the
top of Druid Hill.

Camera 4 would be near the site of the former copper beech within the arboretum and may obstruct a
public right of way. It would also affect views of the Tree of Life sculpture from most angles.

Camera 5 is by the Adult Learning Centre (ALC) gate and would block a public right of way. A camera
in this location has previously been refused by Bristol City Council due to its heritage impact; that
decision was not appealed.

Camera 6 would sit roughly in the centre of the lower end of the field, on the fence line.

Camera 7 is proposed halfway along the lower eastern boundary (also on the fence line).

Camera 8 is located near the inset corner of the land when walking down from the playpark towards the
bottom of the field. However, its exact position varies between the submitted plans, leaving it unclear
whether it sits inside or outside the newly installed fence.

Note: This objection is Version 1. Community members are still preparing specialist input on tree
impacts, CCTV technical issues and visual mock-ups of how the poles would appear in situ. Further
information will follow and this objection will be updated accordingly.

1. Inaccuracies and inconsistencies in the application

The submitted documents contain significant contradictions, including conflicting locations for
cameras, poles and cabling routes. The arboricultural report evaluates a different cabling route
altogether and cannot be relied upon. The application is therefore incomplete and incapable of proper
assessment.

2. Public Rights of Way (material consideration)

The applicant incorrectly states that rights of way lie “adjacent” to the site. Four public rights of way
cross the playing fields, are formally acknowledged by Bristol City Council as landowner, and are
awaiting Planning Inspectorate determination (ROW/3363939). At least Cameras 4 and 5 would
obstruct these routes.

Under Defra Circular 1/09, all rights of way crossing or bordering a site must be shown on planning



drawings and assessed. The applicant has not done this, nor analysed the impact on claimed or
unrecorded paths.

The GDPO 1995 (Reg. 8) requires development affecting a right of way to be advertised in the press
and via a site notice. This has not happened.

Because the rights of way directly affect the lawful siting of the fence and the layout of the land, the
proposal is:

e premature, and

e impossible to evaluate adequately without resolving the rights-of-way position.

3. Use of the land (Important Open Space)

The application describes the land solely as school playing fields, but the lease makes clear that its use
is shared with the community and subject to all existing rights. Community use has historically been
far greater than school use.

Cotham School is 3 miles away and uses only the top third of the site for short, staff-supervised PE
sessions, already covered by six existing CCTV cameras. No evidence justifies eight additional 6-metre
poles across the wider parkland, much of which the school rarely uses.

4. Lack of demonstrated need

Claims that pupils require 100% CCTV monitoring for safeguarding are unfounded. Students are
always supervised by staff while on site. Assertions of risk (e.g. abduction/assault) are unsupported,
particularly given BS9’s very low crime rate.

DFE and Ofsted impose no requirement for fences or CCTV on detached playing fields, and Ofsted’s
Inspection Handbook expressly states that inspectors do not expect specific site-security measures to
comply with Keeping Children Safe in Education. The application’s repeated references to CCTV being
“statutorily required” are misleading.

5. Crime deterrence

The applicant’s “crime schedule” involves almost exclusively lockdown-era incidents, several of which
are not crimes (e.g. children playing football). It is concerning that the school monitored and stored
CCTYV of innocent community use.

There are no recorded incidents after June 2020. There is no evidence of assault, abduction or theft
on the fields. CCTV has not prevented minor damage in areas already covered by existing cameras,
undermining claimed deterrence.

6. Visual and landscape impact

Eight 6-metre poles would dramatically alter the appearance of an historic, parkland landscape. Many
(Cameras 1, 4, 5, 6, 8) sit in open ground, not on boundaries, and would be highly prominent.

Camera 4 would visually intrude upon the arboretum area, the Tree of Life sculpture and the location of
the recently lost TPO Copper Beech.
Camera 5 has previously been refused due to heritage harm.



Camera 8’s inconsistent plotted locations add further uncertainty.

The cumulative effect of eight poles—on top of six existing cameras—would materially harm the
tranquillity, openness and parkland character of the site.

7. Heritage considerations

Stoke Lodge is a non-designated heritage asset forming part of the historic landscape associated with
the listed building. The applicant’s claim that the site lacks historic/architectural association is
contradicted by:

e the recent High Court judgment describing the land as the former grounds of a large country
house and an attractive example of rus in urbe;

e Bristol City Council’s own landscape assessment;

e cxtensive historical evidence showing the estate’s long-standing parkland layout.
The applicant has submitted no heritage appraisal, no visualisations and no assessment of impact on
the listed house, the curtilage-listed walled garden or the gazebo—despite a previous single-pole
application being refused precisely because such information was required.
The proposal conflicts with:

e Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990, ss.66 & 72

e NPPF (2021) Section 16

e BCS21, BCS22

e DM26, DM27, DM31

8. Privacy and amenity

Continuous 24/7 surveillance of a 22-acre community open space is inappropriate, intrusive, and
contrary to Policy BCS21. The site is shared community land with heavy legitimate public use;
residents (including families with children) should not be subjected to pervasive monitoring.

Privacy screening cannot be reliably enforced through conditions, and the school previously installed
covert surveillance equipment in breach of data-protection law (confirmed by the ICO). This
undermines confidence in future compliance.

[Insert any personal privacy or amenity impacts here.]

9. Important Open Space (Policy DM17)

Under DM17, development on Important Open Space is not permitted unless it is truly ancillary to the
open-space use.

Round-the-clock surveillance infrastructure across the entire site is neither ancillary nor essential. It
would harm recreational value, landscape quality and visual amenity, contrary to DM17 and wider
Local Plan policies.

No evidence justifies the level of harm or shows that alternatives were considered.



10. Lease and easements (material considerations)

The school’s lease prohibits the erection of new structures on the land. This is an absolute
prohibition.

Proposed cabling near Camera 3 crosses a 6-metre gas main easement, where works are expressly

forbidden under the 2011 BCC—Wales & West Utilities lease. The proposal is therefore incompatible
with existing legal constraints.

Conclusion

The proposal is:
e inaccurate and incomplete;
e harmful to rights of way;
e harmful to Important Open Space;
e harmful to heritage assets and their setting;
e harmful to visual amenity and landscape character;
e harmful to privacy;
e unsupported by safeguarding or crime-reduction needs;
e contrary to the Development Plan and national policy; and
¢ inconsistent with the school’s lease and land easements.

For these reasons, I respectfully request that Bristol City Council REFUSE this application.

Yours faithfully

Mark Charleston





