
Objection to Planning Application for Installation of Pole Mounted CCTV Cameras 
on Stoke Lodge Playing Field 

Section 62A Planning Application: S62A/2025/0133 

Stoke Lodge Playing Fields, West Dene, Shirehampton, Bristol BS9 2BH 

 

I Wish to object to the above referenced planning application covering the installation of 
pole mounted CCTV cameras on the Stoke Lodge Playing Field. 

Firstly, there are several misleading or incorrect statements within the planning 
application and supporting documents: 

 The proposal is described as ‘Works to install 8no. CCTV poles and cameras’ 
[Planning Application, section 3]. This is misleading as the application covers the 
installation of 8 poles, each with 3 cameras [CCTV System Specification 
Technical Design, section 7 (and elsewhere)], making 24 cameras in total. 

 It is stated that ‘There are several claimed rights of way adjacent to the site, 
which are currently being contested by the school. These claims do not hold any 
formal legal status at this time and are not included within the scope of this 
application’ [Planning Application, section 6]. 
This is incorrect for 2 reasons. Firstly, there are in fact 4 public rights of way 
which run through the Stoke Lodge Playing Field.  
 

 
 



As is clear from the above plan, these are not ‘adjacent to the site’ as stated in 
the application but run through the site. 
And secondly, it is incorrect to state that these have no formal legal status. 
Whilst it is true that Cotham School is contesting these, this does not mean that 
they have no formal legal status. 

 The use of the field is stated as ‘School playing fields leased for sports/education 
use’ [Planning Application, section 14]. This is one use of the field. What the 
application omits is that the lease held by Cotham School states ‘‘subject to all 
existing rights and use of the Property, including use by the community’. So the 
second use of the site is by the community. And the third use is the public rights 
of way mentioned in the previous bullet. And in reality the major use of the site is 
by the community and public using the rights of way, with the school only ever 
using the site for short periods and for small numbers of children. 

 It is stated that the additional CCTV coverage is required for safeguarding 
reasons [Planning Statement, section 6 (and elsewhere)]. The comparison is 
made to the access and control procedures in place on the main school site, and 
it is stated that ‘It is a statutory requirement that the same controls are in place 
when students are using the School Playing Fields at Stoke Lodge as this is part 
of the school site with the same control measures in place’. This is at least 
misleading, and probably untrue. The main school site is several miles away and 
occupied during 100% of the school day. The playing field is remote, used only 
occasionally and always under the supervision of members of the school staƯ. It 
is clear that there will be many other oƯ-site school trips by the pupils – museum 
visits, theatre visits, outdoor activity trips, probably ski trips, surveys in support 
of school projects, and so on. It is also obvious that these will not all be in 
locations with 100% CCTV coverage. So it cannot be a requirement to have such 
extensive CCTV coverage on the Stoke Lodge playing field. 

I wish to object to this planning application on the following grounds: 

 There are numerous statements in the planning application which are either 
misleading or incorrect, as noted above. Therefore, the planning application 
should not be considered as a valid application.  

 Stoke Lodge playing field is in a low crime area of the city. The second 
justification for the CCTV poles/cameras is to deter crime [Planning Statement, 
section 6 (and elsewhere)] and a list of reported crimes is provided to 
substantiate this. This does not justify the installation of an additional 24 CCTV 
cameras, which would be completely disproportionate to the risk of crime. In 
support I note that no crimes have been reported in the last 5 years [Planning 
Statement, section 6.16]. And some of the alleged ‘crimes’ are trivial, for 
example: 



o Groups of young people playing football (despite Covid-19 restrictions). 2 
groups plus individual walkers and a couple walking a dog 

o Organised football training session with multiple adults and children [2 
reports] 

 As noted earlier there are several permitted uses of the field, including 
community use and public use of the rights of way. It would be highly intrusive to 
have such extensive CCTV monitoring of the rightful use of Stoke Lodge playing 
field by the public. Particularly CCTV with 24/7 coverage, and likely to have infra-
red cameras to record at night. There are already 6 permanent CCTV cameras on 
the field [3 on pavilion and 3 on storage unit on south east side of field]. I 
regularly use one of the rights of way and already feel that I am being heavily 
monitored ‘big brother style’. I object to additional CCTV surveillance when I am 
simply going about my lawful business. 

 The visual impact. Stoke Lodge playing field is one of the few green spaces left in 
Stoke Bishop/Shirehampton. It is an attractive environment, notwithstanding the 
visual intrusion of the recently installed fence. And 6 tall poles with CCTV 
cameras and associated equipment would severely detract from the 
environment. These would be completely out of character with the area, which 
essentially comprises a large open green space surrounded by trees and shrubs. 
The field would start to feel more like an industrial compound than a much loved 
open space. 

 I recall that there are many legitimate reasons for the general public to go about 
their business both within Stoke Lodge playing field and in the immediate 
external proximity to it. Noting this, many of the extracts from various policies 
listed in Planning Statement, section 7 in fact provide an extensive list of reasons 
why additional intrusive CCTV monitoring should not be installed from both 
privacy and visual perspectives. Additionally there are other policies not 
mentioned in the Planning Statement which further support this. For example: 

o BCS9 – Green Infrastructure includes: 
 Open spaces which are important for recreation, leisure and 

community use, townscape and landscape quality and visual 
amenity will be protected 

o DM26 – Local Character and Distinctiveness includes: 
 Policy BCS21 of the Core Strategy states that development should 

contribute positively to an area’s character and identity, creating or 
reinforcing local distinctiveness 

 Retaining, enhancing and creating important views into, out of and 
through the site 

 Making appropriate use of landmarks and focal features, and 
preserving or enhancing the setting of existing landmarks and focal 
features 



 Development will not be permitted where it would be harmful to 
local character 

o NPPG – paragraph 135: 
 Planning policies and decisions should ensure that developments 

…. add to the overall quality of the area…..are visually attractive as 
a result of good architecture, layout and appropriate and eƯective 
landscaping…..are sympathetic to local character and history 

o NPPG – paragraph 187: 
 Planning policies and decisions should contribute to and enhance 

the natural and local environment by…..protecting and enhancing 
valued landscapes 

Based on the above arguments I request that you take account of my objection to this 
planning application and I further request that you reject it. 

Kevin Baker 


