
Retrospective Planning Application  

Hints and tips 

Submitting a statement and/or attend the meeting by 12 noon 18th Dec 

Councillors will meet on Wednesday the 19th at 2pm in City Hall and decide if the sign by Stoke Lodge 

House/ play park should be given retrospective planning approval. The meeting will start at 2pm yet we do 

not know when this application will be heard. 

This short guidance is for anyone who would like to submit a statement for the Councillors to consider and 

/or attend the meeting. Typically the Councillors will read these statements and may not have read any of 

the objections submitted. Councillors will be provided with the BCC Planning Officers recommendation and 

a copy of the statements the day prior. Please note:  

 The BCC Planning Officer has recommended to the Councillors that they should APPROVE the 

application. Whilst the Officer has been questioned on the guidance that has been provided to 

Councillors (we believe it is incomplete) it is not likely that they will change the report 

 You can submit a statement and not attend the meeting  

 If you submit a statement and would like to go to the meeting you can decide if you would like to 

also make a verbal statement to the Councillors, you do not have to 

 If you do want to talk at the meeting they usually call names in alphabetical order (surname) and 

give you 1 minute to make a statement, so be prepared to give a summary of your statement that 

lasts 60 seconds! 

How to submit a statement 

 Email your statement to: development.management@bristol.gov.uk 

 In the header of your email place; Statement for Application No: 18/05206/A.  Stoke Lodge Playing 

Field, Shirehampton Road, Bristol BS9 2BH 

 In your email/ or letter you MUST include your full name and address or they may reject your 

statement 

 The deadline is 12 noon on Tuesday the 18th 

Hints & Tips  

 If you submitted an objection on the planning portal you can simply take the objection you submitted 

and use that as your statement, or as the basis of your statement, if you still think it valid 

 PLEASE carefully consider the guidance provided (below). It is VERY important that your statement 

is about the sign and the sign only. This is not about other matters and if you include them it 

arguably detracts from the cause.  

 Mention of the Fence etc. etc. are wasted words and will detract from your statement 

 Brevity is good; Councillors have just 24 hours to read statements prior to the meeting. 

Some ideas that you may want include in your statement, please consider: 

Technical/ Regulatory Points  

The Bristol City Council Officers report that the wording on the sign should not be considered by 

Councillors, which in our view is fundamentally wrong. Surely Councillors have a say on the wording of 

signs? Provided below are some technical/regulatory considerations that you may want to include in your 

statement. Please consider: 

 

 Asking councillors to disregard the advice provided in the officer’s report which states “Decisions on 

an Advertisement Consent application cannot take account “of the content of the sign such as 

legality or accuracy of information on the sign”. As Regulations 4(4) says ‘an express consent for 

the display of advertisements shall not contain any limitation or restriction relating to the subject 

matter, content or design of what is to be displayed’. 



 Asking  Councillors to consider the Government regulations which advise that the relevant powers 

are to be exercised in the interests of “amenity”  

 Asking Councillors to consider the wording of the sign as it seeks to deter public access. The 

wording is relevant under Regulation 4(4) which states ‘unless required in the interests of amenity’. 

This means that wording CAN affect amenity and that councillors have the power to control what is 

said on the sign. If the sign itself is approved the wording needs to be changed under condition that 

it does not seek to deter public use of the site and renaming a historical asset. 

 Asking Councillors to consider that the definition of “amenity” and that within the regulations the 

definition is not limited on what amounts to amenity (as suggested by the report they have been 

given by the officer) Councillors should carefully consider the impact of the wording on Amenity. 

 Asking Councillors to consider that Stoke Lodge Playing Fields is an amenity which is and has been 

used by the general public for decades as reflected in its designation as an Important Open Space. 

A sign which seeks to prevent or deter use by the public does not meet the requirements of the 

development plan. 

 Asking Councillors to ignore any other factors in their decision, the fence, pending applications for 

registration of a town or village green and public rights of way, BCC as landowner are not panning 

considerations – we are not seeking them to take sides in the long running dispute. 

 Asking Councillors to disregard private rights arising from a lease which are not material 

considerations which permit departure from the duty to determine the application having regard to 

the development plan 

 Asking Councillors to look further than the officer’s report which should (but does not) provide them 

with guidance on the designation of the site as an Important Open Space in the current 

development plan and the implications of that designation on the determination of this application. 

Policy BCS9 of the Core Strategy para 4.9.3 states “…and visual amenity will be protected’ 

 Asking Councillors to consider the wording on the sign which seeks to deter access contrary to 

Stoke Lodge being an Important Open Space. 

Some Other ideas  

Below are some ideas that we issued to help support writing objections to the signs which may also help in 

writing your statement: 

 Do you agree that Cotham School should be allowed to re-brand the site? (Cotham School Playing 

Field). 

  Is there an impact on the users of the play park and /or the adult education centre? 

  Is the sign misleading threatening/ confusing/ antagonistic/aggressive to local users? 

 Do you think the council should allow wording that attempts to restrict people from doing things that 

otherwise lawful on the land? 

 Do you think the sign has caused alarm and distress to people who have used the site (for decades) 

by implying that they are no longer able to do so? 

 Do you think that the signs impact users of the adult education centre? 

 Do you agree with the size, height and dominance of the sign and its proximity to Stoke Lodge 

House? Is it suitable /appropriate in a Grade II setting? 

 Does the sign appear to divide the fields from the house? 

 Do you think the language on the sign has an impact on users / you? 


