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You don't often get email from Learn why this is important

For attention of the Planning Inspectorate relating to Section 62A Planning Application:
S62A/2025/0133 Stoke Lodge Playing Fields, West Dene, Shirehampton, Bristol BS9 2BH

I am writing as an interested party and neighbour to formally object to the proposed development
detailed under application reference S62A/2025/0133 for the installation of 8no. CCTV poles and
cameras at Stoke Lodge Playing Fields.  My objection is based on the unacceptable harm to residential
amenity and privacy, conflict with adopted Bristol City Council planning policies, and poor design.  

1. Unacceptable Loss of Residential Amenity and Privacy (Overlooking)

Please see the image below for the proposed location of the camera and the visualisation of the
camera in situ.

Policy Conflict:  The proposal conflicts directly with Bristol Core Strategy Policy BCS21 (Quality Urban
Design) and Site Allocations and Development Management Policy DM29 (Design of new buildings),
both of which require proposals to ensure existing development achieves appropriate levels of privacy
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and amenity.

Specific Harm:  The CCTV pole closest to my property is proposed to be located approximately 10
metres from my rear garden boundary.  The substantial proposed 6-metre height of the pole,
combined with the active surveillance function of the camera, will result in direct and perceived
overlooking of highly private areas of my property.  These include my private external amenity space
(garden) and internal habitable rooms, specifically my bedroom and living room.  Furthermore, the
presence of my young children in my household significantly increases the potential sensitivity and
propensity for harm resulting from constant surveillance, especially if the cameras are equipped with
infra-red capabilities.

Severity:  The combination of height and proximity creates an unacceptable degree of intrusion that
exceeds standard residential design criteria and represents a severe breach of expected residential
privacy.  This constitutes a fundamental erosion of the quality of life and residential amenity that is
enjoyed by the occupiers of my dwelling. 

    2. Harm to Visual Amenity and Character

Policy Conflict:  The proposal conflicts with Policy BCS21 and DM27/DM29 regarding the preservation
of local character and high-quality design.

Argument:  The installation of eight 6-metre high, overtly functional, and institutional CCTV poles
would be an alien, overbearing, and industrialising feature within an area that has established
residential character.  As the site is designated as an Important Open Space (Policy BCS9), the
introduction of eight large, intrusive structures fundamentally detracts from the open character and
visual amenity of the locality, which is inappropriate development for this site.  

    3. Conflict with Designated Open Space and Public Rights of Way (PROW)

Argument: The development is proposed on land crossed by four established public rights of way.  The
installation of these fixed security structures appears designed to reinforce the recent enclosure of the
land.  The application should not be granted if it obstructs, prejudices, or fails to properly assess the
impact on the safe and unhindered passage of the public along these statutory rights of way.

    4. History of Site Sensitivity and Data Protection Risk

Argument: This proposal is made in the context of previous, documented site management issues
regarding surveillance.  The Information Commissioner’s Office (ICO) previously found the school's
use of covert surveillance at the Stoke Lodge site to be in "contravention of the principles of data
protection law".  Given this history, the assurance of mere policy adherence or software masking
provided by the applicant cannot be considered sufficient to protect the privacy and amenity of
neighbours.  The granting of permission must therefore be refused, or at a minimum, be made
conditional on the submission and approval of detailed plans for permanent physical privacy
exclusion methods for all cameras prior to installation.

For the reasons outlined above, specifically the direct and unacceptable harm to residential amenity
and privacy, the poor design and visual intrusion, and the conflict with adopted Local Plan policies
(BCS21, DM29, BCS9), I urge the Planning Inspectorate to refuse planning permission for application
S62A/2025/0133.

Regards,

Nick Drewe
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