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Development Control B Committee – Agenda

Agenda
7. Public Forum 

Anyone may participate in public forum. The detailed  arrangements for so 
doing are set out in the Public Information Sheet at the back of this agenda. 
Please note that the following deadlines will apply in relation to this meeting:

Questions:
Written questions must be received three clear working days prior to the 
meeting. For this meeting, this means that your question(s) must be received 
at the latest by 5pm on Thursday 8th October 2020.

Petitions and statements:
Petitions and statements must be received by noon on the working day prior 
to the meeting. For this meeting, this means that your submission must be 
received at the latest by 12 Noon on Tuesday 13th October 2020.

The statement should be addressed to the Service Director, Legal Services, c/o 
The Democratic Services Team, City Hall, 3rd Floor Deanery Wing, College 
Green, P O Box 3176, Bristol, BS3 9FS or email - 
democratic.services@bristol.gov.uk

Anyone who wishes to present their public forum statement, question or
petition at the zoom meeting must register their interest by giving at least two
clear working days’ notice prior to the meeting by 2pm on Monday 12th 
October 2020.

PLEASE NOTE THAT IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE NEW STANDING ORDERS
AGREED BY BRISTOL CITY COUNCIL, YOU MUST SUBMIT EITHER A 
STATEMENT, PETITION OR QUESTION TO ACCOMPANY YOUR REGISTER TO 
SPEAK.

Please note, your time allocated to speak may have to be strictly limited if
there are a lot of submissions. This may be as short as one minute.

(Pages 3 - 36)

10. Amendment Sheet 

(Pages 37 - 39)
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  Public Forum 
D C Committee B (Remote) 
6pm on 14th October 2020 

     
            
1. Members of the Development Control Committee B 

 

 Councillors: Tom Brook (Chair), Richard Eddy (Vice-Chair), Lesley Alexander, Nicola 

Bowden-Jones, Mike Davies, Fi Hance, Sultan Khan, Olly Mead and Jo Sergeant/Chris 

Jackson (Role Share) and Clive Stevens 
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Development Control Committee B 

 

 

 

 

 Statements/Petitions 

Statement 
 

Request To 
Speak Made 
Where 
Indicated 
S=Speaker 

Name Application 

A1 S Helen Powell 20/03288/VP – Stoke Lodge 
Sports Ground, Shirehampton 
Road 

A2  Dr Philippa Nason  

A3  Ms O W Batley  

A4 S Stephanie French, 
Bristol Tree Forum 

 

A5 S Councillor John 
Goulandris 

 

A6  Paul Spellward  

A7  Judith Young  

A8  Sheila Preece  

A9 S Shirley Brown  

A10 S (Alan Roe) Alan and Trish Roe  

A11 S (Sandra Fryer) Sandra Fryer, Chair 
of Governors – 
Cotham School and 
Jo Butler, Head 
Teacher 

 

A12 S Michael Orr – 
Director, CSJ 
Planning  

 

A13  Sue Geary  

A14 S Hamish Beeston  

A15  Chris and Jane 
Thomas 

 

A16 S Emma Burgess  

A17  Cheryl Hawkins  

A18  Anna Caple  

A19  Kathy Welham  

A20  Ruth Corner 
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B1 S James Durie 20/01930/F – Police Dog and 
Horse Training Centre, Clanage 
Road 

B2 S John Hirst, Chief 
Executive, 
Destination Bristol 

 

B3 S John Baker, Point 
Consultancy Limited 

 

B4 S Mark Houghton – 
Caravan and 
Motorhome Club 

 

B5 S Paul Barnes – 
Caravan and 
Motorhome Club 

 

B6 S Duncan Parr - 
Rapleys 

 

B7  Councillor Mark 
Bradshaw 
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Statement to DC Commi,ee, 14 October 2020: Applica:on 20/03288/VP  Helen Powell 

I am surprised and disappointed to see officers recommending this applica4on and claiming that it will 
improve the amenity of this healthy, mature ash tree. The BCC Tree Management Policy states ‘We do not 
prune or remove a Council-owned tree to stop the nuisance of overhanging branches’. Branches that are 
touching a property may be removed, but only one branch men4oned in the applica4on actually does this. 
There is broad agreement that this one branch should be removed, and this would be consistent with 
Council policy. To go further by allowing the removal of all branches that start below 8m - almost halfway up 
this fine healthy ash tree - would brutalise the tree and would be contrary to this Council’s published policy. 

Unfortunately the officers appear to have been boxed into a corner - earlier correspondence shows that 
they considered the proposal to crown-liI to 8m to be excessive (just as they did when they rejected 
applica4on 18/06369/VP referenced in the report) but they indicated by email that they would be prepared 
to go along with it for the school; it is clear that officers later discussed changes to the applica4on with the 
school and expected them to provide a revised proposal, possibly along the lines of the Bristol Tree Forum’s 
suggested compromise (removing just the one rubbing branch), but the school has not done this. The 
proposal to crown-liI to 8m was originally made when the school applied to build a brand new pavilion on 
site, which would have entailed work to the tower. That is not now happening, and no works are proposed 
that involve the pavilion tower at all - in fact no reason or jus4fica4on has been given for anything proposed 
in the applica4on except for the removal of one rubbing branch.  

As Councillors, you are now asked to take an independent view. Does this applica4on fit with Council policy? 
As indicated above, only one branch can actually be removed consistently with that policy. The report refers 
to the Town & Country Planning Act and regula4ons - these specify that works may be undertaken to 
protected trees ‘so far as may be necessary for the preven4on or abatement of a nuisance’. The report 
acknowledges that apart from the one branch rubbing on the tower, there is no other nuisance and the 
applica4on acknowledges that there is no damage to property. The regula4ons do not provide an excep4on 
to prevent future poten4al nuisance arising, but for the preven4on of an actual (or ac4onable) nuisance. If 
officers consider that it is ‘necessary’ to chop off branches to prevent all poten4al future nuisance, then 
what is to stop them recommending that the whole tree should be chopped down? AIer all, it will fall at 
some stage - what a nuisance that will be. If tree preserva4on means anything, it means that interference 
with a protected tree must be minimised, and that is the policy of this Council. The report notes that this is 
a fine, healthy, mature ash tree - so it is par4cularly important that ac4ons should be taken for the benefit 
of the tree, not simply at the whim of the school and with no reason provided in the applica4on.  

The photograph supplied by officers as image 4 is highly misleading - the report refers to ‘minor pruning 
works to the lower canopy’, but this underplays the fact that the applica4on is asking you to approve the 
removal of all branches origina4ng below 8m. The tower is just over 7m high. You can clearly see that the 
photograph does not iden4fy the overall severity of the proposed works - there are branches shown that 
originate below the top of the tower; these would be removed if you accept this proposal, leaving the tree 
looking like a lollipop (or a toilet brush). A fully mature tree is not going to sprout new branches. It will not 
recover from this. If you accept the proposal, you will be permi_ng works that are much more severe than 
are implied by this photograph.  

Please reject all aspects of this proposal except for the one element that is consistent with Council policy, 
and that the school has iden4fied in correspondence as its main priority - that is, the removal of the one 
branch that is touching the pavilion tower. If you cannot limit your approval then please, for the sake of this 
na4onally registered and legally protected tree, reject the applica4on so that the school has to bring 
forward a more appropriate, limited and acceptable proposal.
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STATEMENT NUMBER A2 

Before accepting the recommendation that this application should be approved, please can I simply 

ask that Councillors remember to abide by their own Tree Management Policy? Whilst I understand 

that any branches of this 'fine, healthy, mature' protected Ash tree which touch the pavilion tower 

may be pruned or removed, I wish to highlight that this applies to only ONE branch, which I concur 

c/should be removed (even though it isn't damaging the building i.e. causing any actual 'nuisance' at 

this time). The photo (image 4) is highly misleading in that it doesn't show the severity of the 

proposed work, bearing in mind that the tower is just over 7m tall. As originally indicated by the Tree 

Officers, whose advice appears to have been somehow twisted to the advantage of the applicant, 

the proposal to crown-lift to 8m is excessive and something I believe the tree would not recover 

from. 
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STATEMENT NUMBER A3 

Whilst there may be scope for works to the branch rubbing against the tower behind the pavilion 

and removal of the hanging branch, there appears to be no justification for the rest of the works 

proposed by the applicant. The tree is a significant feature of the landscape at Stoke Lodge and if 

these additional unnecessary works are permitted, it would be detrimental to both the appearance 

of the tree and quite possibly to its future health. 

As for the two limbs of the tree extending over the nearby lane (Ebenezer Lane) and into the 

neighbouring gardens, this type of situation is common all over Bristol and, in itself, is not a 

justification for their removal. 

When considering this application on this (TPO protected) Council owned tree, would the Committee 

please be mindful to comply with its own Tree Management Policy. 

Ms O. W. Batley 
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 bristoltreeforum.org  

Planning Application 20/03288/VP – The statement of Dr S R French Stoke Bishop resident (18 Old Sneed 

Avenue) and BS9 Tree Champion, Bristol Tree Forum. 

This is in addition to my original comments and to the statement submitted by the Bristol Tree Forum both published on 

the Council’s planning portal. 

The Application does not say why this application is necessary, save to state that a rubbing branch might fracture and 

fall, causing injury to a passer-by. No evidence is put forward to support this. 

An email from Bosky Trees, acting for the applicant, states “I understand that BCC as owner of the trees are happy with 

all the works except those for the Ash tree (T8) which they regard as excessive…I’m open to alternatives”.   

Why does BCC no longer think that the work proposed is excessive? Nothing has changed. If there is indeed a proven risk 

of injury or of damage to property, then removing “the part that offends” might be reasonable and we would support it. 

It is the extent of the proposed works which we challenge. None of these branches is minor. 

In considering an application to do work to a TPO tree, the LPA should only permit necessary work – nothing more. It 

cannot be accepted that crown lifting this tree to 8 metres – half its height – will improve its amenity and also do no 

harm to its health. Crown lifting should never be more than one-third of a tree’s height (Arboricultural Association). 

In Lecture 3 - Leaves and Crowns of a recent series of online lectures by the Arboricultural Association called 

Applied Tree Biology, Dr Andrew D. Hirons comments on the negative impacts of pruning – pruning wounds can expose a 

tree to a large number of different diseases (including Ash Dieback) that can seriously affect a tree's health and safety 

and survival. Older trees are more susceptible than younger ones. There is risk of reduced vitality of the tree due to the 

excessive volume of leaf bearing material being removed, which reduces the energy available to it; It also causes 

hydraulic stress, and the wounds require carbon to heal.  

This tree has already suffered damage because of the applicant permitting two recent illegal mechanical digger 

excavations within in its roots. The pruning requested will be yet another insult to the health of the tree and could well 

kill it 

These proposed works will also reduce the amenity value of the tree, the primary reason why trees are given TPOs, 

because its natural habit (form) will have been spoiled. The suggestion that the proposed “balancing” pruning works will 

improve its amenity are unbelievable, as well as being unnecessary work. Recently an Ash tree in Bristol was denied a 

TPO by BCC Tree Officers because, inter alia, ‘The tree has been heavily crown lifted in the past which detracts from 

the trees natural habit…'. See 20/02457/VC (Please see the images attached). 

The greater the amenity value of the tree the greater will be the negative impact of any proposed works on its amenity. 

The tree officer in his report states this tree has a “fine form” with an “enhanced individual landscape value”. Work on 

the tree should be undertaken only if there is a genuine arboricultural, or health and safety, need for the work. Any work 

should be no more than the minimum work required. It should only be for the good of a tree and help preserve its 

amenity, and not merely because its presence is an inconvenience to the applicant. This principle applies whether the 

tree is protected by a TPO or not. If this work is carried out, it will be too late afterwards to regret too much having 

been done. It cannot be undone.  

If the Committee decides that the branch which occasionally rubs the tower needs to be removed, then only that lower 

limb from after the fork should be removed, or, if for the health of the tree only, the whole branch to the trunk. Please 

see the images attached. No other branches need removing. The crown does not need lifting. It is an Ash tree without 

Ash die-back disease, and the Forestry Commission has asked that these trees should be conserved. 

Image 2 in the Officer’s report (Appendix A) is misleading. It suggests that the branches of the tree encircle the Tower – 

they do not. No branch – major or minor – encroaches on the south side of the tower. To assess the effect on the tree’s 

form the Committee will need to imagine the bottom of the resulting crown being higher than the top of the tower – 

because that is how it will be if the crown is lifted to 8 metres – it will be above the tower, which is just over 7 metres. 

Please do not allow work of this extent to be done to this tree. If work needs to be done, then please limit it to the 

minimum required to ensure the long-term welfare of this important tree.  
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 bristoltreeforum.org  

Photographs taken by me showing the branches of the Ash growing close to the Pavilion Tower  

It is only the lower limb, emanating from a branch fork, which rubs against the tower in the wind. The upper branch on 

the western side of the tower obscures the view of a surveillance camera mounted on the tower – perhaps the true reason 

for this application. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Photograph of how the tree looks like now, side by side with an impression of how it might look if the works 

proposed are carried out. (Note that neither the canopy, nor any branch, covers the south face of the tower) 

 

 

This below is the natural habit/form of an Ash tree, and is pretty much how the Stoke Lodge Ash tree grows now.  
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STATEMENT NUMBER A5 

 
 

Public Forum Statement re 20/03288/VP : Stoke Lodge Playing Fields 
From : Cllr John Goulandris  

 
Dear DC Members, 
 
I have ‘called in’  this application to you, as there is a very important point of principle at stake here 
regarding Bristol’s treatment of its TPO trees. 
 
Are we serious about protecting TPO trees in Bristol?  
 
The works proposed are very extensive and, apart from one item, far from reasonable or desirable. 
A ‘crown lift to 8 metres’ means that the tree will have no foliage or branches for the first 26 feet of 
its height – it will look more like a lollipop than a gracious ash tree. 
 
This is a healthy ash tree, but branch removal/pruning/crown lifting of the magnitude proposed can 
cause severe stress to any tree. This in turn can make the tree susceptible to pests and diseases. Ash 
dieback is a major problem in most parts of the UK, including Bristol. We have sadly lost many ash 
trees locally. Why take a risk with this tree just to appease an assertive applicant? 
 
One large branch is affecting the amenity of the sports pavilion, which the applicant is hoping to 
refurbish shortly. The amenity and health of the tree have to be balanced against the amenity of the 
building. I accept that the removal of this branch could be construed as ‘necessary’ under current 
planning  legislation and removal of the whole branch back to the main trunk is established 
arboricultural practice.  
 
However, the other major tree works proposed are clearly not necessary and simply the desire of 
the applicant, who has not provided valid reasons for the extensive works proposed. They will NOT 
help the health of the tree – quite the contrary the invasive works might well ultimately kill this 
beautiful tree, especially given the prevalence of ash dieback locally. 
 
The Bristol Tree Forum, the Neighbourhood Forum tree champion and many others with extensive  
arboricultural expertise have made representations asking you to refuse this application, which, if 
approved in totality,  would potentially jeopardise the future health of this TPO tree. Please help 
ensure that this lovely tree is preserved for future generations. 
 
In summary, I urge you to refuse this application apart from the necessary work to remove the 
branch rubbing against the sports pavilion and subject to a condition that this work should be 
undertaken in Winter, when the tree is dormant. 
 
John Goulandris 
Bristol City Councillor  
Stoke Bishop Ward 
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Paul Spellward 

 
Stoke Lodge Parkland: Ash Tree heavy pruning (application 20/03288/VP) 
 
I had already made an objection through the planning process.  
 
I am astonished and very troubled to see the Council Officers have recommended this 
application for approval without modification, even though they originally described it as 
excessive. 
 
There is no justification for any works except arguably for the one single branch which rubs 
on the pavilion tower.  
 
The officers' recommendation goes against Council policy which is that works should only 
be undertaken to a protected tree if they are for the good of the tree; overhanging 
branches are not to be cut off unless they are causing an actual (or actionable) nuisance.  
 
All qualified opinion is that this work will ruin the amenity value of the tree and risk its 
future viability.  
 
I ask the Council to follow its own tree management policy. This is a TPO tree of 
high amenity value and irreplaceable in our lifetimes. There is no danger to persons 
nor any other justification for work other than, arguably, to prune one lower branch.  
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STATEMENT NUMBER A7 

I strongly object to the application to cut back the Ash Tree in question which is the subject of a Tree 

Preservation Order and no more work should be undertaken on this tree unless it is consistent with 

ensuring its long-term viability and/or the minimum necessary to mitigate any imminent health and 

safety risk.  There is a dead branch of which the removal is probably necessary and possible 

trimming back where one branch in particular brushes the tower and roof intermittently. I believe 

that the major works proposed by Cotham School would be detrimental to the long term health of 

this ancient Ash Tree the species of which are currently  threatened by die back. 

 The removal of any other branches would be detrimental to the health of the tree which has already 

had its roots damaged on two occasions by digging with a mini digger through them without 

permission, to lay a cable.  The tree is of significant age and height and a notable feature of Stoke 

Lodge where the house is a listed building. The proposed removal of the lower branches of the tree 

from beneath a height of 8 metres would completely ruin the shape of the tree making it top heavy 

looking like a lollipop and undermining its stability. This tree also helps to mask the appearance of 

the brick tower. I have spoken with a neighbour who confirms that they are happy to have the 

branches overhanging their garden. 

Judith Young 

20, BS9 1TZ 
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STATEMENT NUMBER A8 

Statement to BCC : planning application 20/03288/VP. 

From : Sheila Preece 

Those of us who are objecting to this application are not romantic fools or those sometimes known as 

tree-huggers. The Officer has chosen to rubbish the intelligent opinions of nearly 100 people who think 

that tampering with a mature tree is reckless except for dealing with one rubbing branch. The Officer’s 

report is in fact inaccurate in parts e.g. stating that the proposed pruning only removes lower branches 

growing towards the pavilion is self-evidently untrue; cutting all branches up to 8m plus so-called 

balancing is certainly more than 15% .  

He has produced a Table of history of BCC’s actions (para 5.0). If history matters as the Officer 

obviously thinks it does, then we could equally produce a long Table enumerating the documented and 

photographed wilful and damaging actions of the School leaseholder: persistently running tractors and 

heavy mowers over the roots of two veteran oak trees; breaking branches by running tractors too close to 

another TPO’d tree; digging extensively into roots of numerous TPO’d trees in order to pour in concrete 

to erect a fence; digging twice into the ash tree roots to lay cables although warned. So it is not surprising 

that there is no confidence in what the applicant says the School actually needs to have done to this tree. 

In the Officer’s report: there are four statements I take real issue with: a) ‘Only partially visible from the 

Parkland’ is just not true. It can be clearly seen rising magnificently above the roof of the pavilion from 

the other side of the field. b) ‘The pruning works will enhance the amenity value of the tree’. This is just 

not believable as they will destroy its natural shape. c) ‘Future actionable nuisance’ is mentioned twice – 

is that all they are worried about? d) ‘Does not have features appropriate for bat ingress’?!  This is 

nonsense or, at least, has he asked a zoologist expert for an opinion? If he has, he would have said so. 

 

There is one motto that should be invoked in this case: err on the side of caution. The Officer himself 

acknowledges the danger of an open wound in Section 6.0 (d).There is absolutely no doubt that 

pathogens that can fatally affect a tree take years to cause extensive damage. 

The National Trust, in this first week of October, has issued a stark warning about the loss of British ash 

trees to ash die-back. We have been urged to preserve the healthy ones that we have. The tree that is the 

subject of the present planning application ‘has a fine form’ according to the Officer and is just such a 

tree that we are being asked to take care of. Unnecessary chopping, not for its own health but for a 

builder’s expediency, is unthinkable.  

This tree has a TPO which by law I understand has to be respected i.e. cutting should be for its own 

health. The proposed cutting will add to the damage caused twice by the excavation into its roots and for 

which BCC had to try special measures that would help repair. Remember that BCC once said that the 

proposed cutting was excessive. 

Coherent reasons for such extensive work to the tree are conspicuous by their absence. One has to 

remember that it was stated a while ago although unsurprisingly not on the application form, that some 

branches interfere with the fairly recent installation of their CCTV. The Officer has dismissed this 

because ‘no information has been provided’ – a legal nicety no doubt. 

I urge the committee to 1) uphold the TPO which the tree merited when it was granted, and which 

this healthy tree still merits, and 2) urgently consider the national emergency concerning ash trees 

which reputable organisations have flagged up. 
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What is true however in the Officer’s statement is that this tree enhances ‘the individual landscape 

value’.  
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From Shirley Brown
To Development Committee B, meeting at 6pm on Wednesday 14 October 2020 
Planning Application 20/03288/VP 

I appeal to you, as elected councillors debating the issue in public, to give equal consideration to both sides 
of the argument before making your decision on the fate of this TPO-protected ash tree. And to give full 
weight to the wider context, in which Britain is losing over 90% of its ash trees to ash dieback disease, 
making this mature & healthy tree an even more valuable asset.  

I am grateful to ward councillor John Goulandris for referring this application to the Development 
Committee because the actions and attitudes of Cotham School towards the community neighbouring 
Stoke Lodge have destroyed my faith in the honesty and integrity of the School’s senior management - and, 
sadly, in the objectivity of Bristol City Council planning department, which I believe has held secret 
negotiations with the School behind closed doors, leading to a series of disturbing decisions that are 
detrimental not only to local human residents but also to the flora and fauna for which this historic estate is 
an established and invaluable natural habitat. 

The applicant was granted extra time to amend the proposal, but the only difference that I can see is not in 
the detail of the public version but in the changed attitude of the Tree Officer, whose Report to Committee is 
emphatically in favour of approving the application despite his having previously expressed reservations 
that the tree works under consideration are “excessive”, and to have discussed the possibility of “a 
somewhat lighter pruning specification”.  

Moreover, in an email revealed via a Freedom of Information request an ‘Aboricultural Officer, City Design 
Group’ wrote on 22 July 2020: “It may save some public comments to state on the application that BCC 
Tree Officers have agreed to the pruning specification”.  Such prejudged agreement clearly negates the 
value of the planning consultation process, suggesting that little or no value is placed on valid objections 
raised in public comments. 

The presentation of information about this application, both on the public planning portal and in the Report 
to Committee, appears to me selective and partisan, designed to assist Cotham School’s imminent 
refurbishment of the pavilion rather than to support the well-being of the tree or the safety of those who 
walk under it. 

The online portal states that there are no ‘related’ Planning Enforcements, when in fact there are TWO 
Planning Enforcement cases against Cotham School for causing damage to the very tree whose fate you 
are deciding: 19/30381/TPO: October 2019 and 20/30195/TPO: July 2020, both of which are available to 
view on the portal, albeit buried in sub-sections under other headings.  

I queried the obfuscation of these highly relevant Planning Enforcements - which demonstrate Cotham’s 
proven lack of concern for the well-being of this tree - both in a public comment and in email exchanges 
with Head of Development Management Gary Collins.   

Mr Collins replied that “the important point is that relevant planning history is set out in the report to 
Committee”, so I am understandably disappointed to see the cases listed in the Report still make no 
mention of the two Planning Enforcement cases. 

Moreover, despite reluctantly acknowledging that Cotham School was liable to prosecution for the wilful 
damage caused to the tree’s roots (proven in photographic and video evidence supplied by local Tree 
Guardians), the Council’s response was surprisingly lenient. After the first Enforcement case in October 
2019 the School was allowed to avoid prosecution by funding remediation works. Despite evidence of 
further damage caused by the School’s contractors, the second case, in July 2020, was closed with a note 
that it was “not expedient to pursue”. 

It is so frustrating that Cotham School have repeatedly been allowed to evade being justifiably censured 
and punished for their mistreatment of the historic trees at Stoke Lodge - and of the neighbouring 
community. The School’s insincere expression of concern for the safety of those using the footpath under 
Ash Tree (T8) contradicts their lamentable track record of refusing to take action to prevent or mitigate 
other dangers previously brought to their attention, and is obviously a self-serving excuse to justify tree 
works intended to make it easier for contractors to access the building for its imminent refurbishment. It is 
no coincidence that the proposal is to remove all the lower branches up to a height of 8 metres - one full 
metre clear of the top of the building. 

I beg you to restrict your permission for the proposed works to the cutting back of the one branch that is 
causing an ‘actionable nuisance’. Page 16
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STATEMENT NUMBER A10 
 
Application to ‘crown lift’ the large Ash tree by the pavilion 
tower on Stoke Lodge: 20/03288/VP. 
 
We live in 21 West Dene, the property closest to the Ash tree in 
question. 
We object to this application for the following reasons: 
 
. No reason has been given by Cotham School for carrying out this 
work. 
. The application states that the lower branches overhang the 
neighbouring gardens.  The garden referred to is ours, we have not 
been consulted about these works, and do not wish to have the tree 
crown lifted. 
. If to refurbish the pavilion requires cutting down a TPO protected 
tree then the pavilion is in the wrong place. 
. If the reason is to improve CCTV coverage then the cameras need 
repositioning not the tree cutting back. 
.Renovating the pavilion at its present site again raises the transport 
issue which remains unresolved. 
. No decision should be made about this prior to the results of the 
TVG application which, depending on the result, could render it 
irrelevant. 
. The tree is healthy and does not require cutting back for safety 
reasons.  
. The proposed severe crown lifting would disfigure the tree and 
make it potentially unstable. 
 
Alan and Trish Roe. 
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STATEMENT NUMBER A11 

 

Bristol City Council  

Development Control Committee B  

Meeting 14 October 2020 

 

Statement on Behalf of Cotham School 

Tree Application NO 20/03288/VP Cotham School Playing Fields Stoke Lodge 

 

Introduction 

1. Cotham School Playing Fields at Stoke Lodge are the school’s outdoor classroom, 

providing sport and PE lesson for students, Cotham is a large multicultural, inner city 

school with 1600 pupils. The playing fields are a vital resource for our students 

providing education and support for health and wellbeing. 

2. Cotham School manages the school site to ensure the required educational outcomes 

can be delivered including that students are safe and secure. This includes the 

playing fields at Stoke Lodge  

3. The application in front of the Committee is a minor application for works to make 

safe and ensure the health of an ash tree which is covered by a group Tree 

Preservation Order. 

4. The ash tree is resting on the brick service tower and the roof of the sports pavilion, 

which is soon to be refurbished, the tree risks structural damage to the pavilion. 

5. For clarification, it is a statement of fact that the site is not part of the Listed Building 

Stoke Lodge House, nor are the school playing fields - parkland. 

 

Planned works to Ash Tree  

6. Cotham School made this application for tree works on 23 July 2020 this is now a 

long overdue and urgent decision. 

7. The tree is some 70 -100 years old, parts of the tree are damaged, it is overgrown, 

and the health of the tree will be enhanced with the planned tree works 

8. It is proposed to remove lower branches of the tree, including damaged branches, 

and to crown lift the tree to protect the safety of users and the health of the tree. 

9. Some branches are leaning on the brick service tower and the pavilion roof causing 

structural to the pavilion. It is likely to cause future damage as the tree continues to 

grow. The school is planning to refurbish the pavilion this autumn and it will be back 

in use by spring 2021. The safety of the building and its users must be protected. 

10. The proposed tree works have been have been specified by the school’s retained 

arboriculturist. These works have been discussed between the school’s arboriculturist 

and the City Council’s tree officer, the author of this report, and agreed by the City 

Council as landlord.  

11. The works are required to protect the safety of students and sports club members 

when using visiting the site for sports activities, and the general public who are 

allowed to access the school playing fields when it is not in use for sport. 

 

Conclusion 

12.  The Committee is asked to accept the officer’s recommendation and approve the 

necessary and reasonable tree works to the ash tree that will ensure the long-term 

health of the tree, the safety of users to the school playing fields and the protection 

of the school’s sports pavilion from damage by the tree. 

 

 

Joint statement from  

Jo Butler, Headteacher & Sandra Fryer Chair of Governors, Cotham School  9 October 2020 Page 18
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Bristol City Council  
Development Control Committee B  
Meeting 14 October 2020 
 
Statement on Behalf of Cotham School 
Tree Application NO 20/03288/VP Cotham School Playing Fields Stoke Lodge 
From Michael Orr, Director CSJ Planning, Bristol 
 
 

1. I fully support the officer’s clear report recommending approval of works to the ash 
tree which sits alongside the school sports pavilion.  

2. The application is for minor works, to make safe and ensure the health of an ash 
tree, which is covered by a group Tree Preservation Order. 

3. The ash tree is resting on the brick service tower and the roof of the sports 
pavilion, which is soon to be refurbished. The tree will cause structural damage to 
the pavilion if it is not tackled 

4. Cotham School Playing Fields at Stoke Lodge are the school’s outdoor classroom, 
providing sport and PE lesson for students, Cotham is a large multicultural, inner 
city school with 1600 pupils. The playing fields are a vital resource for the school’s 
students providing education and support for health and wellbeing. 

5. This application has been called in to your Committee by local councillors. This 
action is disproportionate to the matter in front of you which is a minor application 
for tree works. 

6. For clarification, no part of the site is listed, nor does it contain the Listed Building 
Stoke Lodge House. This was established with the City Council when Cotham 
School erected the perimeter fence under permitted development rights.  

7. Secondly, the school playing fields are not parkland, they have been vested in 
education use since the 1947. 

8. Cotham School has carried out all necessary diligence to enable the works to the 
pavilion to progress, including up to date ecology surveys in accordance with the 
school’s duty under the Wildlife and Countryside Act. There are no issues that 
could prejudice the progress of these tree works. In particular there is no bat 
activity in this location. 

9. These works have been specified by the school’s arboriculturist and discussed 
with the City Council’s tree officer, the author of this report, who concludes that 
these are acceptable and appropriate works.  

10. The works are required to protect the safety of students and sports club members 
when using visiting the site for sports activities, and the general public who are 
allowed to access the school playing fields when it is not in use for sport. 

 
In conclusion I ask that your Committee accept the officer’s recommendation and 
approves the necessary and reasonable tree works to the ash tree that will ensure the 
long-term health of the tree, the safety of users to the school playing fields and the 
protection of the school’s sports pavilion from damage by the tree. 
 
Thank you. 
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STATEMENT NUMBER A13 

I am concerned to hear that BCC planning department is set to grant permission for Cotham 

Academy to carry put extensive work on an Ash Tree on Stoke Lodge Playing Field. This seems to be 

completely against its own tree management policies. 

I am confused as I was under the impression that a TPO meant that a tree was protected and any 

works carried out are only if there is damage to the tree or if it poses a danger. The extensive work 

proposed by Cotham does not fit either of these. There could be a case made for removing the 

branch that is rubbing against the tower of the pavilion but no reason is given for carrying out the 

rest of the work that even BCC tree experts agree is excessive. Surely this is a time when all trees 

should be protected and Ash trees in particular are in decline. I ask that you please do not allow this 

work to go ahead. 

Regards 

Sue Geary 
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STATEMENT NUMBER A14 

 

Cotham School Parents, Carers and Supporters statement to Development Control 

Committee B, 14th October 2020 
 

 

Re Application 20/03288/VP 
 

 

Following our letter of support signed by 175 people, we welcome the Tree Officer’s opinion that this 

work is necessary, and neither unusual nor controversial in Bristol or elsewhere. 

 
On that point, please note a previous application1 also at Stoke Lodge, involving work close to a 

group of TPO trees, as part of construction of a play park and a car park upgrade, under permitted 

development. 
 

 

There’s a crown lift to a sycamore, and rails to be installed just 2 metres from trunks, with a brief 

mention to watch out for buttress roots2. 

 
There was one single objection to this work3. No barrage of complaints by residents, no accusations 

of harmful effects on wildlife, nor a call-in by a councillor. 

 
Councillor John Goulandris cut the ribbon for that play park in 20154. 

 

 

In 2019 we finally saw our children and local clubs back at Stoke Lodge. 
 

 

We need our pavilion back so our kids have shelter and changing facilities. Please don’t let this 

most extraordinary call-in for very ordinary tree maintenance get in the way of that. 
 

 

Thank you. 
 
 
 

(References in footnotes, and details from these sources attached) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1 14/02251/VP | G4 - Quercus Ilex - Remove. Crataegus Monogyna - Prune. Acer 
Pseudoplatanas - Crown lift. Trim and thin tree saplings within G4. TPO 1192 | Stoke Lodge 
Playing Field Shirehampton Road Bristol 
2 

 

 https://planningonline.bristol.gov.uk/online-applications/files/CC18DB905545B8304B871B9E1E867DD2/pdf/1  
 4_02251_VP-APPLICATION_FORM-1138742.pdf  
3 

 

 https://planningonline.bristol.gov.uk/online-applications/files/1B1B388FA781435A334634340B895E13/pdf/14_ 
 02251_VP--1157842.pdf 
4  http://www.activenp.co.uk/2014/08/new-childrens-play-facilities-at-stoke-lodge/ Page 21

https://planningonline.bristol.gov.uk/online-applications/files/CC18DB905545B8304B871B9E1E867DD2/pdf/14_02251_VP-APPLICATION_FORM-1138742.pdf
https://planningonline.bristol.gov.uk/online-applications/files/CC18DB905545B8304B871B9E1E867DD2/pdf/14_02251_VP-APPLICATION_FORM-1138742.pdf
https://planningonline.bristol.gov.uk/online-applications/files/1B1B388FA781435A334634340B895E13/pdf/14_02251_VP--1157842.pdf
https://planningonline.bristol.gov.uk/online-applications/files/1B1B388FA781435A334634340B895E13/pdf/14_02251_VP--1157842.pdf
http://www.activenp.co.uk/2014/08/new-childrens-play-facilities-at-stoke-lodge/
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STATEMENT NUMBER A15 
 
Development Control Committee 

Wednesday 14 October 2020 
 

Statement of Objection to TPO Application 20/03288/VP from Chris and Jane 
Thomas, 2 Bell Barn Road, Stoke Bishop BS9 2DA 

 

There is a single, obvious reason for this application which is solely to clear everything 
around the derelict pavilion tower to allow the busybody CCTV surveillance. This is 

obvious from the submitted documents. The overall management plan for the protected 
trees around the pavilion describes proposed action (over and above the works to Ash 

T8) which would result in the total destruction of several other protected trees and the 
reduction of yet more protected species. Reading as a whole, the pavilion tower would 

have clear visibility of just about everything around it - or why was an 8m clear trunk 
reduction chosen - is it a coincidence that the tower is about 7.5m tall? 

 

But the real matter to which the council must address themselves is simply that this is a 
protected tree; and that the law requires that it only be lopped, topped or felled for 

certain reasons. Despite what the application states (apart from the one dead branch), 
the other actions proposed are not what the law allows. Convenience or views from a 

CCTV camera are NOT relevant considerations. And so the simple fact is that (apart from 
removal of one dead branch), the law does not allow the works proposed. Therefore the 

law does not permit the application to be allowed. (It might be noted that most of the 
claims in the submitted documents about the condition of the tree are totally spurious). 

 

Even from a wider viewpoint, and though the ash may be self-seeded (which has 
absolutely no bearing on its protected status - protected is protected), its relationship to 

the tower is beneficial. The tower is unarguably ugly. As the tree now is, it hides the 
tower from views to the rear; and, when viewed from the Lodge and parkland, provides 

a beneficial containing background which helps to minimise the detrimental impact of the 
ugly tower. The clearance of the trunk up to 8m will make the tree stand out as 

extremely odd (find another natural ash tree which has a bare trunk up to 8m - this is 
simply not the way ash trees normally grow). So, again, what is proposed is 

substantially detrimental to the tree's appearance and contribution to the statutorily 

listed Lodge and parkland. This is another factor which may (or must) be considered. 
The Council have a statutory duty to preserve the character and appearance of listed 

buildings and their settings. This application (if approved) would achieve exactly the 
opposite; and the Council would be failing in their statutory duty with respect to 

preserving the appearance and setting of the listed Lodge and parkland. 
 

I cannot see any grounds, both in law and in terms of the visual appearance of the tree 
and its contribution to its surroundings, which might provide any reason for permitting 

this ludicrous proposal. 
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STATEMENT NUMBER A16 

I am sure Councillors didn’t expect to be considering permission for works that relate to the Stoke 

Lodge Pavilion again. However, having rejected the application for a rebuild twice, and this being 

upheld by the Planning Inspectorate at appeal, this application to do works to a protected Ash tree 

relates to refurbing the Pavilion at Stoke Lodge.  

BCC has given landlord permission for a refurb with 50% more capacity that was refused planning on 

three occasions because of traffic considerations.  

So, whilst the streets around the field have been filled and pavements blocked with cars for over a 

year now most weekends, I suppose this is something that us locals must accept. 

What I do not accept nor understand and now ask you as our Councillors to consider is: 

1. Why have tree officers completely reversed their opinion about this tree, only a few weeks 

ago the said the works were “excessive” Why have they changed their minds when there are 

no changes to the proposal? 

2. It was only last year that Tree Officers formally (as part of routine planned inspections) and 

informally (at the request of locals) reported that no works were required in the next few 

years. Why have they changed their minds so quickly? 

3. Why would officers recommend works that completely contravene the council’s tree 

management policies? 

4. Why has the applicant not provided any reasoning or justification for the works? They are 

not permitted to do any works to the tower that one branch touches, so why remove it and 

so many others? 

5. The applicant has already breached TPO legislation by digging at this protected tree’s roots 

with a mini-digger, despite this resulting in an enforcement case and being forced to 

complete remedial works to avoid prosecution, they then went and did it again only a few 

months later. Why is the applicant so keen to get rid of this tree? One branch occasionally 

touches the tower in the wind, as it has done for many, many years with no detriment.  

I know that this site is controversial, but this application and my objection to it is nothing to do with 

the back story. Thousands of locals fully support the school and sports teams enjoying Stoke Lodge 

but butchering this tree so that it looks like a lollipop and possibly finishing it off isn’t going to make 

any difference to the refurbishment of the Pavilion or it any more viable for kids to play sports on 

this 22 acre site, so why do it ? 

Emma Burgess. 
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STATEMENT NUMBER A17 
 
20/03288/VP  Works to TPO’d ash tree     Public Comment to DC-B Mtg 14th Oct. 2020 

 

I urge the Committee to reject these plans, which would extensively and needlessly 
damage the appearance and put at risk the health of a lovely TPO’d tree.   I can see 
no grounds to Exempt this highly valued, mature tree from its legal TPO Protection. 
 

 Although the original tree officer comment on this application was that it was 
EXTENSIVE, the Report to Committee downplays the drastic work proposed. 

 

 A tower extends behind the pavilion, and ONE branch rubs against it, causing a 
small wound.  It seems prudent to remove that branch. 

 

 There are no other branches from this tree near the pavilion or tower. 
 

 Several self-seeded trees growing between the ash and the pavilion did slightly 
touch the building, and these trees have all been removed. 

 

 A Tree Preservation Order is extremely hard to acquire.  Its legal protection 
against unnecessary pruning and other works needs to be taken very seriously. 

 

 In regards to TPO legislation and the testing of Exemptions from TPO Protection in 
the courts, NONE of the other plans put forward here (including to remove ALL 
the many branches originating below 8 m on the pavilion side) fulfil the 
REQUIREMENT to be ‘NECESSARY’ works in any legal sense.   

 

 The many open wounds resulting from such works would surely put the ash in 
danger of infection.  Lifting the crown to such a height would make the tree less 
stable.  At best the extensive removal of branches would leave this beautiful tree 
with an unbalanced and awkward appearance. 

 

 The grounds of Grade II Listed Stoke Lodge were planted as an arboretum and 
boast some of Bristol’s finest trees.  I worry that treating this ash’s legal TPO in 
such a cavalier manner would put at risk the protection given to Stoke Lodge’s 
other TPO’d trees and to much-valued TPO’d trees all across our city. 

 

 We rely on Bristol City Council to protect our trees, including carrying out general 
maintenance to keep Bristol’s trees healthy and the public safe.  Please do not 
allow this application’s request for such extensive and unnecessary works to this 
ash protected within G7 of TPO 1192. 

 
Thank you. 
Cheryl Hawkins 
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Application No. 20/03288/VP: Stoke Lodge, Shirehampton Road Stoke Bishop, Bristol  

Ash tree subject to preservation order: part of a group TPO (1192).  

Development Control Committee B – 14 October 2020  

  

STATEMENT NUMBER A 

My main issue is that of clarity: 

‘The tree has a fine form with no structural defects evident. Physiologically the tree appears to be 

healthy, with no evidence of canopy dieback, pests or disease.’ 

‘The proposed pruning specification is to crown lift the canopy to 8m, by pruning several lower 

branches back to the main trunk of the tree’. WHY? 

‘The crown lifting works will essentially remove branches from the lower canopy which are 

interacting, or have the potential to in the near term, with the pavilion structure. A small number of 

branches will be pruned on the north side of the canopy ...” 

I’m afraid I do not hold that the removal of all these branches will ‘enhance the amenity value of the 

tree’; the image provided vastly understates the potential visual results: branches starting below 8m 

can clearly be seen left untouched. 

Contrary to the report, the application seeks to prune all branches which start below 8m, not just 

‘several branches’, of a mature ash tree ‘away from a nearby built structure to avoid damage to 

building and tree’. This one branch does need to be cut back; this work is necessary, I don’t think 

anyone would disagree.   

The ‘additional pruning’ specified ‘to ensure the tree remains balanced’ is very ambiguous and 

requires clarification – is it a few dead branches with in the crown and a broken branch on the far 

side? Or is it every branch that starts below 8m? Is the ‘just in case’ approach really reasonable for a 

protected tree? 

Does it include all those branches that may come into contact with the building at some point in the 

future? Or are we sticking to the policy for protected trees and only removing those that at present 

cause actionable nuisance? 

Is it ‘light pruning’ as stated in the report? Or will all branches be removed ‘back to the trunk’ to 

prevent their growing back ever again as also stated? Will the tree be balanced if there is light 

pruning on one side and removal to the trunk on the other? 

Is all this work for the health of the tree? Or is it, as stated by the representatives and supporters of 

the school, so that the building works can be done more easily on the pavilion and the CCTV camera 

will get a clearer view of the members of the public using the site? 

 Finally the bats - The bats do not just need to roost, they need to forage and the overhanging 

branches the school seeks to remove would be detrimental to this. Ebenezer lane and that side of 
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the field forms a foraging corridor for them, it’s how they feed, moreover a change in the physical 

layout is disruptive and should be kept to absolute minimum – the proposed work would not satisfy 

this. 

 Yours faithfully 

Anna Caple 
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STATEMENT NUMBER A19 

To members of Development Control Committee B:  

Statement regarding Application no. 20/03288/VP; Stoke Lodge Sports Ground; proposal to crown 

lift Ash T8, part of G7 on TPO 1192. 

 

This 100 yr old tree pre-dates is a significant feature of the historic parkland setting of Stoke Lodge 

House, hence its TPO. The Town and Country Planning Act (referred to in the Report) states that 

works on protected trees are only allowed insofar as they may be ‘necessary for the prevention and 

abatement of a nuisance.’ What nuisance?  

Neither this application nor the Officer’s report offers a single reason for the drastic work Cotham 

School wishes to inflict on this beautiful and valuable tree, apart from the one branch that is 

‘rubbing’ against the brick tower, but without causing damage. 

BCC’s own Tree Management Policy, which states that overhanging branches on Council owned 

trees will not be pruned unless they are touching a property. Only this one branch of this tree 

touches the pavilion. 

The photo in the report fails to show how the typical ash tree’s form would be destroyed by this 

hideous, unjustified crown-lift. All limbs, over both pavilion and Ebenezer Lane, amputated to ABOVE 

the top of the brick tower. This tree would be ruined and stripped of the amenity values its TPO was 

intended to protect. 

This would  fly in the face of BCC’s Tree Management Policy, of the Mayor’s personally stated 

commitment to protecting and doubling Bristol’s tree canopy, and of every principle underlying 

Bristol’s declared Climate and Ecological emergencies.  

Please, Councillors - stand with us. Please uphold BCC’s own policies and protect this tree from any 

further damage apart from the work on that on rubbing branch. 

Kathy Welham 
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STATEMENT NUMBER A20 

 
Dear Councillors 

In the application whilst a justifiable reason is given for the removal of the branch that rubs 
against the tower of the pavilion (and consequently there is no objection to this), no reason 
is given for the rest of the work which would radically reduce this tree to an unnatural 
lollipop shape and so harm its intrinsic beauty and value as a tree protected by a Tree 
Preservation Order.  

 
This fine Council-owned tree has had no previous surgery and as a result displays the 
typical form of an Ash tree. It is a tree of high public visual amenity value due to its 
prominence in the landscape setting of the listed Stoke Lodge house and its canopy 
overhanging a well-used public footpath. 
 
With no reason given it is proposed to remove all its branches up the trunk to 8m / 26 ft on 
the pavilion side of it and three large branches above the footpath. However, as there is no 
evidence of any health or safety risk to the public or residents or any other nuisance from 
these branches, this is completely unnecessary work.  

 
Furthermore, the Council’s Tree Management Policies 2016 for its own trees has the 
Policy for a Tree Overhanging A Property “We do not prune or remove a council owned 
tree to stop the nuisance of overhanging branches.” 
 
Despite this, the officers’ report recommends approval saying that these branches might 
potentially cause a nuisance in future, referring to regulations that permit work to TPOed 
trees “so far as may be necessary for the prevention or abatement of a nuisance.”  

 
However, the Court of Appeal case No. A1/2006/2272 confirms that the nuisance has to be 
an actual nuisance i.e. one that is in existence now, which is not the case with this Ash 
tree. 
 
The Council should abide by its adopted Tree Management Policy and only permit works 
that are for the good of the tree, not because of some possible future nuisance which may 
never happen. 
 
The report is wrong in saying that “several other” “overweighed” branches on the pavilion 
side would be removed. In fact it is the removal of all of the branches up to 8m on the trunk 
that is being applied for i.e. “Crown lift to 8m on the pavilion side” which is how the 
application is registered. 
 
Concerning the public’s objections to the “Damage to amenity value of the ash” the report 
says “The pruning works will enhance the amenity value of the ash”.  

 
But how can the loss of almost half of the volume of the natural shape of a protected tree  
“enhance the amenity value” of it ? 

 
I strongly object to this disfiguring radical surgery for no valid reason to this fine 
Council-owned tree and ask the Committee to refuse this proposal. Only the single branch 
rubbing the tower should be allowed to be removed. 
 
Ruth Corner 
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Statement of support from Business West Chambers and Initiative for the proposed change of use 
from training centre to touring caravan site, Clanage Road, Bristol          
Application Reference 20/01930/F  
 
My name is James Durie and I’m Chief Executive of Bristol Chamber of Commerce and Initiative at 
Business West, our role is to champion the sustainable economic prosperity of Bristol and the wider 
region including the many leisure and tourism businesses that desperately need this application to 
be approved.  
 
At a time of great strain to our local economy we have taken a very active interest in this application 
for this reason, including getting our own transport and planning group to review the application. 
 

 We consider the EA’s objection on risk to life grounds doesn’t make sense and we believe 
officers should have taken a much more positive position regarding the green belt. 

 

 The caravan site on Baltic Wharf has proven over many years to be an important, high 
performing asset for Bristol’s visitor economy enabling visitors to stay in walking distance of 
the city centre and thus providing in the order of £1.5m of spend into local businesses.  

 

 The proposals will rid us of a brownfield green belt eyesore that is attracting anti-social 
behaviour and I can’t think another use that will be acceptable; it will considerably improve 
the character and appearance of the area, it will continue to promote and support Bristol, 
and economically safeguard significant visitor spend, a number of jobs together with its 
construction, all of which are vitally needed at this difficult time.  

 
We strongly support the application and hope you the members of the committee will consider 
taking an appropriately positive view of this application that has now reached them for decision. 
 
 
James Durie 
Chief Executive - Bristol Chamber & West of England Initiative  
12 October 2020 
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STATEMENT NUMBER B2 

 

Bristol City Council Development Control B Committee 14 October 2020 

Proposal by the Caravan and Motorhome Club at Clanage Road Bristol 

Ref 20/01930 

 

The current caravan and motorhome club on Baltic Wharf site is very important to the tourism 

sector within Bristol. The popularity of the site here is renowned throughout the country. We 

understand the occupancy levels are amongst the highest in the UK. There are many reasons for this 

including the location and the proximity to Bristol city centre, plus all the attractions close by, all of 

which are easily accessible by foot, cycle or ferry. 

In my capacity as Chief Executive of Destination Bristol I would like to re-confirm our desire to 

maintain a city centre site for a caravan and motorhome club in Bristol. 

Never before have we been threatened in the way we are now with regard to the visitor economy 

declining at a rapid rate due to COVID-19. We must do everything within our power to make sure 

that we offer potential visitors all the facilities they require, be it hotels, camping, bed and breakfast, 

motorhomes and caravaning etc  

For many decades Bristol has been well known for its caravan and motorhome club at the Baltic 

Wharf, all for very good reasons. We fully understand why there is a need for the current site to 

close, however we are very keen to ensure that we can offer an alternative to our existing and new 

visitors which is also located in an area which is close to the city centre. 

The value of the caravan and motorhome club to Bristol is considerable and we are very keen to do 

all we can to maintain the offer.  

The new alternative site for a caravan and motorhome club at Clanage Road is ideally located near to 

Harbourside, and the iconic Clifton Suspension Bridge, also it is within easy access of all the 

attractions in central Bristol. 

Destination Bristol recommends approval of the proposal. 

John Hirst  

Chief Executive, Destination Bristol  
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STATEMENT NUMBER B3 
 
Bristol City Council Development Control B Committee 14 October 2020 
Proposal by the Caravan and Motorhome Club at Clanage Road Bristol 
Ref 20/01930/F 
 
One minute on green belt Issues by John Baker Point Consultancy Ltd 
Planning and Transport Group Business West 
 
 
I am John Baker, a planning consultant living very close to the existing club 
site, and a member of Business West’s Planning and Transport Group.  I am 
very experienced in green belt issues, and am speaking on green belt issues 
now. 
 
The site is in the green belt, but the proposal does not involve any reduction in 
the area of the green belt around Bristol. 
 
My view is that the application of national green belt allows for a far more 
positive view than the officers suggest.   
 
This is so on three counts. 
 
First, if it is inappropriate development there is automatic harm, a simplistic 
and outdated national policy.  There are however two defined categories of 
development that are not inappropriate that this proposal fits into  
 
The critical test of these categorisations is ‘openness’, and part of the 
assessment of openness in law is visual impact.  Looking at the heights of the 
building and vans, the falling land levels to the north of the site, the very few 
viewing locations, the transience of the uses, and the dense tree screening, I 
don’t think there is a significant effect on openness. 
 
Second, the Bristol and Bath green belt had to be designated to achieve five 
purposes.  When the proposal is properly assessed against these purposes it 
is clear that the proposal would not reduce the contribution the green belt 
makes to the continued achievement of those purposes.  The officer report 
does not include this necessary assessment. 
 
The third point is that even if the proposal were inappropriate development, 
policy provides for ‘very special circumstances’ to outweigh any harm.  These 
are evident here – it’s the only likely use of an abandoned site, the only site 
for a use already proven to contribute significantly to the local economy, one 
adding to the inclusivity of people seeking the great attractiveness of Bristol, 
and a very good well-connected location for the use proposed. 
 
I see no credible and defensible basis for turning this valuable use away from 
Bristol on green belt grounds.   
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                     CLANAGE ROAD – BRISTOL 

PLANNING APPLICATION 20/01930/F 

12/10/2020 

 

 

STATEMENT B4 
 

Committee Statement 
Mark Houghton, Regional Manager, Caravan and Motorhome Club   
 
 
I represent the Caravan and Motorhome Club as the Southern Regional Manager with operational 
responsibility of twenty-three touring caravan sites across a geographical region. 
 
Our staff teams are extremely hardworking, dedicated and focused on all aspects of member safety 
at all times including that of managing and mitigating flood risks.  
 
We operate other sites, within the region, which reside (in part) in Flood Zone 3. Tewkesbury Abbey 
being one of those. 
 
To mitigate risk, all Club sites which are within a flood zone have a bespoke evacuation plan in place, 
using the Environment Agency’s template for caravan and camping sites and locally adopted 
procedures. 
 
Site teams and senior management are subscribed to the relevant Environment Agency’s flood risk 
alerts and all members staying on affected sites are given clear, concise instructions upon arrival as to 
how to evacuate in such eventuality.  
 
We have other sites in the Club that also fall within Flood Zone 3. York Rowntree Park is another city 
centre site located on the banks of the River Ouse. Similarly, no evacuations have resulted in any harm 
to life nor property and have all been seamless in their execution by reacting quickly and professionally 
to that of the Environment Agency’s flood alerts. 
 
It should finally be noted that our current site in Bristol, Baltic Wharf, is also situated (in part) in the 
same Flood Zone 3 as Clanage Road. Despite having the same mitigation factors in place as other sites, 
we cannot recall any instance where we have had to evacuate that site in full or in part however our 
experiences prepare us for any such eventuality nonetheless.  
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                     CLANAGE ROAD – BRISTOL 

PLANNING APPLICATION 20/01930/F 

12/10/2020 

 

STATEMENT NUMBER B5 
 

Committee Statement 
Paul Barnes, Head of Estates, Caravan and Motorhome Club   

 
 

 Good evening Chairman and Councillors, my name is Paul Barnes and I am Head of Estates for 
the Caravan and Motorhome Club.  
 

 As you will be aware, the Club has operated its site at Baltic Wharf, leased from Bristol City 
Council, since 1978. The Club is proud to be part of Bristol and we are extremely keen to 
remain part of the city as a touring organisation and important economic contributor. 

 

 Baltic Wharf is our most popular site in the country out of almost 200 sites and there has been 
an outcry from our members across the country over fears we may have to pull out of Bristol. 

 

 Utilising the performance statistics of our existing Baltic Wharf site, it is estimated that the 
Clanage Road site would bring in over 58,000 bed nights a year, with an annual occupancy of 
in excess of 97%, all of which are tourists, and would bring a total local spend in excess of 
£1.5million pa.  

 

 We’ve worked really hard on this application, robustly responding to officer concerns to 
deliver an even better scheme. The Clanage Road site was chosen following an acquisition 
search undertaken by Jones Lang Lasalle which was co-funded by Bristol City Council when it 
knew it wanted to redevelop the site on the basis it did not wish to lose the Club from the 
City. This site was selected as it impacted least on the green belt and was most sustainable. 

 

 We’ve been humbled by the level of support shown for our application from Destination 
Bristol, the Civic Society, Business West, Bower Ashton residents, BS3 Planning Group, local 
Councillors Mark Bradshaw and Celia Phipps, Hotwells and Clifton Wood Community 
Association, as well our members. 

 

 We are a not for profit organisation, running for the benefit of our members and share 
Bristol’s green aspirations - we are currently trying to achieve Green Tourism status. 
 

 We very much hope that our application will be considered favourably to ensure our members 
and guests can continue to enjoy the wonderful City of Bristol whilst contributing to the local 
economy to help support the local businesses and attractions. 
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STATEMENT NUMBER B6 
 

CLANAGE ROAD – BRISTOL    

Planning application 20/01930/F 

12/10/2020 

 

Committee Statement – Duncan Parr – Planning Consultant – Rapleys    

 

1. Chair and Members thank you for giving me the opportunity to speak.  

 

2. These proposals have been the subject of extensive discussions with officers and statutory consultees, as a result 

of which a number of refinements and improvements have been made. 

 

3. The application raises a number of subjective issues which must be fairly balanced so that the scheme can be 

appropriately assessed on its merits. This requires an open balanced approach despite the site’s Green Belt 

designation.   

 

4. I will comment on a number of points.  

 

Green Belt  

 

5. The impact of the proposal on the openness of the Green Belt must be assessed as a whole and not just focused 

on the southern part. The officer’s report acknowledges the significant reduction in built form and improvements 

to views along Clanage Road. When considering the southern part of the site, the existing Ménage and flood 

lighting must be acknowledged. Additionally, the impact of the permanent rail compound to be constructed on 

the southern boundary must be assessed. In our view there is an overall improvement when these are considered 

as a whole.  

 

Heritage  

 

6. The opinion over heritage impact seems to be divided. The detractors don’t consider the rail compound and in 

our view the impact is negligible when this is allowed for.  

 

Alternative sites  

 

7. A comprehensive search exercise has been undertaken over a number of years. All dismissed sites either have 

technical issues and are, less sustainable and in the Green Belt, generally in more open locations. This is the best 

site and as a result of the search process, the flood sequential test has been appropriately addressed.  

 

Trees  

 

8. The Proposals have been amended to keep as many trees as possible. Substantial planting is proposed, and 

mitigation payments agreed. Trees to be removed affect the sites entrance, buildings and pitches and can’t be 

retained.  

 

Very special circumstances & Benefits   

 

9. Substantial very special circumstances points and benefits have been put forward and these significantly 

outweigh the minimal harm caused by the proposal. 
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STATEMENT NUMBER B7 
 
Statement to DC-B: 14th October 2020  
 
Caravan and Motorhome Club - Application Reference 20/01930/F - Clanage Road, BS3 2JY  
 
I write to support the application which seeks to re-use a site within Bedminster Ward. 
 
It is well-known that the Caravan and Motorhome Club contributes to the City economy by providing 
flexible accommodation near to the city centre - I’m told that it is the most popular site in England. I 
also understand it is unusual for such facilities to be so close to a major city centre.  
 
The redevelopment of the Cumberland Road site for permanent residential use displaces the Club 
and risks losing this facility. However, the proposed re-location to Clanage Road will maintain that 
accessibility, while introducing a use which is not detrimental to the Ashton Court Estate - after all, it 
would be replacing a former police facility in use 24/7. It would provide visitors with a walkable 
location and is also near to the Metrobus route. 
 
I’m sure others with more knowledge of Bristol’s visitor and hospitality sector will comment about 
the relevance of what the Club offers and the importance of this to the overall Bristol ‘offer’. 
 
I’m also concerned at the prospect of the former police building and site failing into further disrepair 
and acting as a magnet for anti-social behaviour. There are already reports that this activity is taking 
place given the absence of natural surveillance which is not possible from the road (as noted in the 
crime reduction advice). The building and site have been empty for some time. In reality, there will 
be a limited number of possible and permitted uses for this site and long term decline is a concern. 
 
The revised access arrangements to the site should be effective in avoiding traffic disruption on the 
A369. The former police dog and horse section used large vehicles and there would have been 
regular movements on and off the site. Looking at flood risk, the proposals relate to temporary 
accommodation which can be managed in the event of an anticipated flood incident far better than 
a permanent residential development. 
 
We have the opportunity to secure a relocation which retains the economic value of the Club for 
Bristol without being detrimental to the Ashton Court Estate and is a good fit for the former police 
site. 
 

 
Cllr Mark Bradshaw 
Councillor for Bedminster 
13.10.20 
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Amendment Sheet 
14 October 2020 
 
 

Item 1: - Stoke Lodge Sports Ground Shirehampton Road Sea Mills Bristol  
 

Page 
no. 

Amendment/additional information 

26 
Following representations received from the applicants, officers wish to provide the 
following clarifications to the report: 
 

a. The site is currently leased by Bristol City Council to Cotham School on a 125 
years lease. 

b. Used as playing fields by Cotham School the site has a historic parkland 
character and adjoins the grounds of the Grade II listed Stoke Lodge building 
(Bristol City Council Adult Learning Centre). 

c. The site consists of notable mature trees around the perimeter of the site, 
with two mature parkland trees standing within the main body of open grass.  

d. Numerous trees are covered by Tree Preservation Order on site.  
e. The tree which is the subject of this application is part of a group TPO (1192). 
f. Trees on the site are managed in partnership between the City Council and 

Cotham School. 
 

 
Item 2: - Police Dog & Horse Training Centre Clanage Road Bristol BS3 2JY  
 

Page 
no. 

Amendment/additional information 

 
Comment from Natural England (05/10/2020) 
 
Thank you for consulting Natural England regarding the Shadow Habitats Regulations 
Assessment/ Appropriate Assessment for the above planning application. 
 
The assessment of potential effects of the proposed development on Avon Gorge 
Woodlands Special Area of Conservation (SAC); Severn Estuary Special Protection Area 
(SPA), SAC, Ramsar site; and North Somerset & Mendip Bats SAC appears robust and, 
provided the mitigation measures it identifies are appropriately secured in any permission 
given, Natural England considers the HRA/AA conclusion that your authority is able to 
ascertain that the proposal will not result in adverse effects on the integrity of the European 
sites in question is reasonable.  
 
Natural England notes that the HRA has not been produced by your authority, but by the 
applicant. As competent authority, it is your responsibility to produce the HRA. Our advice 
is based on the assumption that your authority intends to adopt this HRA to fulfil your duty 
as competent authority. 
 
Protected species 
We have not assessed this application and associated documents for impacts on 
protected species. 
 
Natural England has published Standing Advice on protected species. The Standing 
Advice includes a decision checklist which provides advice to planners on deciding if there 
is a ‘reasonable likelihood’ of protected species being present. It also provides detailed 
advice on the protected species most often affected by development.    
 

Page 37

Agenda Item 10



13-Oct-20 Page 2 of 3 

Page 
no. 

Amendment/additional information 

You should apply our Standing Advice to this application as it is a material consideration in 
the determination of applications in the same way as any individual response received 
from Natural England following consultation.  The Standing Advice should not be treated 
as giving any indication or providing any assurance in respect of European Protected 
Species (EPS) that the proposed development is unlikely to affect the EPS present on the 
site; nor should it be interpreted as meaning that Natural England has reached any views 
as to whether a licence may be granted. 
 
If you have any specific questions on aspects that are not covered by our Standing Advice 
for European Protected Species or have difficulty in applying it to this application please 
contact us at with details at consultations@naturalengland.org.uk.  
 
Other advice  
We would expect the Local Planning Authority (LPA) to assess and consider the other 
possible impacts resulting from this proposal on the following when determining this 
application: 
• local sites (biodiversity and geodiversity) 
• local landscape character 
• local or national biodiversity priority habitats and species.  
Natural England does not hold locally specific information relating to the above. These 
remain material considerations in the determination of this planning application and we 
recommend that you seek further information from the appropriate bodies (which may 
include the local records centre, your local wildlife trust, local geoconservation group or 
other recording society and a local landscape characterisation document in order to 
ensure the LPA has sufficient information to fully understand the impact of the proposal 
before it determines the application. A more comprehensive list of local groups can be 
found at Wildlife and Countryside link.  
Environmental Net Gain 
The 2018 National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), includes a number of strong 
references to net gain. This approach is also strongly encouraged by the Government’s 25 
Year Environment Plan.  In light of this we would encourage your Authority to seek a net 
gain in biodiversity from this application. 
 
Natural England supports the use of the Defra biodiversity metric as a tool to be used in 
conjunction with ecological advice to quantify biodiversity net gain in the terrestrial 
environment. It calculates before and after habitat value in terms of ‘biodiversity units’. 
Natural England encourages the incorporation of the 10 best practice principles developed 
by CIRIA/CIEEM/IEMA for those delivering biodiversity net gain.  
 
We would be happy to comment further should the need arise, but if in the meantime you 
have any queries please do not hesitate to contact me. 
 
Kind regards 
 
Amanda Grundy  
Lead Adviser  
Wessex Team  
Natural England  
Horizon House, Deanery Road, Bristol BS1 5AH 

 
Comment Received (07/10/2020) 
 
I write with reference to the Caravan and Motorhome Club’s application for permission at 
Clanage Road. Firstly, I agree entirely with your recommendation that the application is 
refused, for the reasons that you have stated within your report to committee. However, it 
concerns me greatly that you cite the “progression for the plans to redevelop Baltic Wharf” 
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Amendment/additional information 

as a circumstance that could in any way support the argument for approval of the 
application.  
 
I would be grateful if you could ensure that Development Control Committee B are made 
aware that the anticipated planning application by Goram Homes and Hill has not even yet 
been submitted, let alone decided. It is therefore entirely wrong for the DCC to be led to 
believe that redevelopment of the Caravan and Motorhome Club’s existing site is a fait 
accompli.  
 
The application at Clanage Road should surely be considered in isolation. If you agree, 
please make this known to the DCC.  
 
Regards, 
James Savage, Estate Manager 
For and on behalf of Baltic Wharf Management Company Limited 
Registered Office:  26 Meredith Court, Canada Way, Bristol, BS1 6XX 
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