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20/01655/F – City Gateway proposal at the Former Railway Depot near 

Clanage Road, Bristol 

 

Summary of our submission and objections 

We urge the planning authority to reject this application for the following reasons: 

1. Bristol City Council has: 

• Declared climate and environmental emergencies. 

• Committed to becoming carbon neutral by 2030. 

• Committed to doubling tree canopy cover by 2046. 

As currently formulated, these plans can only set back the work needed to resolve these 

emergencies and fulfil these commitments. 

2. The need to build housing to meet economic or social development objectives should not 

be allowed to take precedence over ensuring that the development is also both 

environmentally sustainable and meets accepted Net Gain objectives. 

3. Whatever the merits of this application of achieving its primary goal to provide much 

needed housing may be, it should not be permitted to proceed unless and until it has 

properly addressed how it will replace and build upon the Green Infrastructure (including 

trees) that will inevitably be lost if this application proceeds as presently formulated.  

4. BCS9 of the Core Strategy also states that "Individual green assets should be retained 

wherever possible and integrated into new development". Clear felling nearly all the trees 

on the site to maximise the return on the investment should not be the default option.  

5. The development of all sites for housing must comply with Bristol's Green 

Infrastructure policies and should be built around existing trees. This is especially 

important in this case to provide a high-quality development that is adequately 

shielded from the major roads nearby. 

https://bristoltreeforum.org/
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6. The removal of existing trees inevitably means that the ecoservices they provide will not 

be replaced for decades, if at all. 

7. The existing trees have a significant asset value which should not be ignored. Using 

CAVAT, we have valued them at £1,848,164. 

8. The constraints of the site and the omissions identified in the tree survey mean that the 

Bristol Tree Replacement Standard (BTRS) calculation should not be used to calculate the 

appropriate level of compensation needed to replace what will be lost if this proposal is 

allowed to proceed. We believe that the Net Gain calculation set out in Biodiversity Metric 

2 (BDM2) should be applied instead. 

9. There is no evidence that these proposals will achieve biodiversity Net Gain or 

compensate for the ecoservices lost. The adverse knock-on environmental impact on 

biodiversity of removing existing trees far outweighs any short-term benefits achieved by 

replacing them. 

The context 

This 2.5-hectare site was formerly railway land. Until it was closed in the late 1980s it was a 

marshalling yard with ancillary buildings associated with the operations. The section to the east 

of the site was recently converted to form part of the Metrobus route. 

The site lies close to Ashton Court, which is designated a Local Wildlife Site and a Site of Special 

Scientific Interest (SSSI). Leigh Woods National Nature Reserve (NNR) is also an important local 

green asset. The site forms an important element of the green corridor connection between 

these sites and the nearby Avon river basin and lies within its floodplain. 

In the 30-odd years since the site was abandoned, it has been left to revert to its natural state 

so that, by about 2019, it was making a modest but significant contribution to the city’s green 

infrastructure. 

 

Figure 1:The site in September 2018 

https://bristoltreeforum.org/
https://www.ltoa.org.uk/resources/cavat
https://bristoltreeforum.files.wordpress.com/2020/03/bristol-tree-replacement-standard-btrs.pdf
http://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/publication/5850908674228224
http://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/publication/5850908674228224
https://bristoltrees.space/Tree/sitecode/BTF-003
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We calculate that some 7,500 square metres of tree canopy cover (TCC) had become established 

by 2019 (about 30% of the site), made up of a diverse range of native species, and was well on 

the way to forming a small native woodland copse which mitigated its former harsh post-

industrial character as well as providing important local ecoservices1. 

 

However, some time in 2019, a substantial proportion of the trees growing on northern part of 

the site were cleared - we estimate about half. 

 

Figure 2:The site in April 2020 

Whilst there was nothing to prevent the applicant doing this – the site is not part of a 

conservation area nor are any TPO trees growing there – we do not believe that any pre-

development tree surgery works plan was submitted beforehand, as is required under the 

Council's Planning Application Requirements Local List. 

  

 
1 See - https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ecosystem_service 

https://bristoltreeforum.org/
https://www.bristol.gov.uk/documents/20182/33956/Planning+applications+local+list+of+requirements/cb90237a-1980-4d7a-b1c3-88fa56326e3b
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Our submission 

1. The planning background 

The National Planning Policy Framework 

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) seeks to ensure that new development is 

sustainable. It stresses the importance of Green Infrastructure as one of three overarching, 

interdependent objectives – economic, social, and environmental. This means that the 

presumption in favour of sustainable environmental development is just as important as any 

which are related to economic or social development objectives.  

Trees are an integral part of this because of the importance of trees in relation to the 

management of air, soil and water quality along with other associated ecosystem services, 

climate change adaptions and beneficial health effects. The NPPF also seeks to achieve the 

protection and enhancement of landscapes and achieve Net Gain in biodiversity. 

BDM2 provides a way of measuring and accounting for biodiversity losses and gains resulting 

from development or land management change. It defines Net Gain as an: 

“approach to development that aims to leave the natural environment in a measurably 

better state than beforehand. This means protecting existing habitats and ensuring that 

lost or degraded environmental features are compensated for by restoring or creating 

environmental features that are of greater value to wildlife and people. It does not 

change the fact that losses should be avoided where possible, a key part of adhering to 

a core environmental planning principle called the mitigation hierarchy.” 

The mitigation hierarchy 

The mitigation hierarchy provides a cascading decision process: only if the preceding choice is 

unavailable is the next one considered. 

• Avoid - Where possible, habitat damage should be avoided. 

• Minimise - Where possible, habitat damage and loss should be minimised. 

• Remediate - Where possible, any damage or lost habitat should be restored. 

• Compensate - As a last resort, damaged or lost habitat should be compensated for. 

https://bristoltreeforum.org/
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/810197/NPPF_Feb_2019_revised.pdf
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Local Planning Authorities (LPA) in the UK have a statutory duty to consider both the protection 

and planting of trees when considering planning applications. The potential impact of 

development on all trees is therefore a material consideration. BCS9 of the Core Strategy states 

that "Individual green assets should be retained wherever possible and integrated into new 

development" (though this goal can no longer be achieved in this case since some 50% of the 

existing tree cover has already been removed). 

We have summarised Bristol’s planning policies as they relate to trees here - Planning 

obligations in relation to trees in Bristol. 

All our calculations, summarised below, can be examined in detail in this linked spreadsheet. 

2. The CAVAT calculation. 

Using CAVAT, we have calculated that the trees are worth £1,848,164.  As the Arboricultural 

survey fails to give the upper life expectancy ranges2 of the surveyed trees, we have assumed, 

for example, that all those trees given a 10+ years life expectancy will survive between 10 and 

20 years. We have applied this approach for the other single age ranges given. We have applied 

a CTI factor for Bristol of 1503. All the other factors are set to their default CAVAT values. 

3. The BTRS calculation 

The applicant states that: 

Due to the number of small, self-sown trees, along with restricted access into certain areas of 

the Site and EDP’s grouping of a number of trees in line with BS 5837:2012, the actual number of 

individual trees to be removed is difficult to quantify. However, an assessment has been 

undertaken to quantify the tree replacements. This is based on the stem diameters for each 

individual tree, or the average stem diameter for groups of trees, of the items to be removed. 

This results in 33 replacement trees (the addition of T22 = one additional replacement tree) 

required in line with BCC’s policy. The proposed Landscape Strategy is now proposing 

approximately 233 trees to be replanted and therefore the proposed development more than 

 
2 CAVAT uses six age ranges (years) to set the applicable discount factor - <5, >5-10, >10-20, >20-40, >40-80 and 

80. 
3 Bristol has a population of 459,300 and a land area (as opposed to the Administrative area which covers large 

parts of the Severn estuary, the river Avon and coastal margins) of 10,970 hectares. Using this gives a population 
per hectare of 41.9 (459,300/10,970) and so a CTI Index value of 150. 

https://bristoltreeforum.org/
https://bristoltreeforum.files.wordpress.com/2020/07/planning-obligations-in-relation-to-trees-in-bristol-2.pdf
https://bristoltreeforum.files.wordpress.com/2020/07/planning-obligations-in-relation-to-trees-in-bristol-2.pdf
blob:https://wordpress.com/000d6f91-f72e-4e2c-aaf6-e68d445eaef7
https://www.ltoa.org.uk/resources/cavat
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adequately complies with Policy DM17. 

We agree that the actual number of trees to be removed is difficult to calculate, but we do not 

agree with the methodology for arriving at just 33 replacement trees is the correct approach. 

This is for the following reasons:  

A careful analysis of the mapping of the grouped trees when compared to the state of the site 

in September 2018 as recorded on Google Earth (figure 1) indicates that: 

• An area of trees some 3,700 square metres to the west of groups 16 and 8 have been 
omitted altogether from the survey. 

• Some of the mapped groups appear to omit some of the nearby trees. 

• Some of the groups, in particular groups 8 & 16, contain substantial individual trees which 
deserve to be surveyed and listed separately. As a result, these groups justify a better 
categorisation than ‘U’. 

This Google Earth view and the image in figure 3 illustrates that the trees growing here should 

have been included in the survey or surveyed in their own right. Figure 2 shows that a significant 

proportion of group 8 and some of group 16 has been cleared, so cannot now be resurveyed. 

 

Figure 3:The trees omitted from the tree survey 

Of the 27 tree features surveyed, 16 are aggregated into groups. The number of trees in each 

https://bristoltreeforum.org/
https://earth.google.com/web/@51.44439469,-2.62459669,7.47610941a,161.7833983d,35y,106.32219227h,49.42704744t,0r
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group is not given and only a single stem diameter is given for each group – we are told that 

that this is an average value. As a result, it has not been possible to undertake a reliable BTRS 

calculation. 

To try to overcome this, we have instead estimated the area of each of the tree groups surveyed 

and then divided this by the reported tree canopy area of the average tree in each reported 

tree group. This gives a total number of 1,680 grouped trees on site. However, based on what 

we see in the aerial images, we think that this is an overestimate, and we have allowed for 30% 

of this figure – 504 trees.  Adding the individual trees surveyed brings the total number of trees 

to 511. We have then applied the BTRS calculation to this figure. 

On this basis, we have calculated that 239 replacement trees would need to be planted to 

compensate for the loss of the trees identified for removal. This would cost £182,885.19 if the 

trees are all planted in open ground and £789,149.32 if the trees are all planted in hard 

standing. 

Three tree groups (G5, G8 & G16) are categorised as Category ‘U’ under BS5837. For the reasons 

given above, we do not agree that they should all be discounted. Whilst we have not taken 

these 313 trees into account for the purpose of a formal BTRS calculation, we advocate that all 

trees identified for removal should be replaced no matter what their size or categorisation, 

since they should all be treated as green assets. In this case, the true BTRS number should be 

552 trees. 

However, in view of inadequacies and uncertainties already described, we submit that the BTRS 

calculation should not be used to set the level of Net Gain needed to replace what will be lost 

if this proposal proceeds. We recommend the Net Gain calculation set out below instead. 

4. The Net Gain calculation. 

No Net Gain calculation has been undertaken using BDM2 in support of this application.  We 

submit that this approach provides a more appropriate calculation of the likely losses to the 

site’s trees and the Net Gains needed to replace what has and may be removed. 

Whilst BDM2 has not yet been adopted (version 3, which will be based on the recent consultation 

on BDM2, is due to be published in the spring), we suggest that the Council should adopt this 

https://bristoltreeforum.org/
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approach as the best way to achieve compliance with the Council’s core planning policies. 

These policies are aimed at protecting green infrastructure (BCS9, DM15), protecting against 

air pollution (BCS23, DM33), addressing climate change (BCS13), reducing flood risk (BCS16), 

limiting noise pollution (BCS23, DM35) and protecting public health (DM14). 

Since about 30% of the 2.5-hectare site is covered by trees, this gives 0.75 hectares (7,500 

square metres) of tree cover. Using the BDM2 model for urban street trees, we calculate 

that this represents 3.63 Baseline Biodiversity Units4. When this value is applied to the 

BDM2 New Habitat Model, it calculates that 1.96 hectares of replacement habitat5 will 

be needed just to break even and replace what is lost. 

If we add a Net Gain value of, say, 15%6, then the Biodiversity Units increase to 4.175 and the 

Base Replacement area increases to 2.26 hectares. If a Select Standard tree is planted today it 

will achieve a tree canopy of 11.5 square metres7 after 27 years8. On this basis, 1,960 Select 

Standard-sized replacement trees will need to be planted to replace what has been lost to 

achieve a Net Gain of baseline plus 15%. 

Our BDM2 calculation9 is just based on 30% TCC. However, a full BDM2 calculation needs to be 

undertaken in respect of the whole of the site to evaluate all its green infrastructure. This 

should inform any future decision about achieving Net Gain if this development proceeds. 

5. The loss of ecoservices 

We invite the Planning Authority to consider the decades-long damage that felling just one tree 

will cause by inputting the stem diameter of any tree identified for removal into the BTF Tree 

CO2 Calculator.  

As can be seen, when an equivalent tree is replaced on a one-for-one basis, the lost sequestered 

CO2 is never recovered. Even when the largest tree (one with a stem diameter of 80 cm or 

 
4 Biodiversity Units = Baseline habitat (ha) x 4.84 (2 x 2 1.1 x 1.1). 
5 Replacement habit (ha) = Biodiversity Units / 2 / 2 / 1.1 / 1.1 / 1 /1 / 0.3821531646. 
6 The choice is arbitrary chosen only for the sake of illustration. We are not advocating a Net Gain of 15%, though 

the concept of Net Gain implies an improvement on Baseline Biodiversity Units. 
7 See the DBH Predictor tab in the linked spreadsheet. 
8 This is the ‘time to target’ multiplier (0.3821531646) applied when calculating the New habitat area for Urban 

Street Trees. 
9 See the linked spreadsheet. 

https://bristoltreeforum.org/
https://bristoltrees.space/trees/tree-benefits/interactive.xq?
https://bristoltrees.space/trees/tree-benefits/interactive.xq?
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greater) is replaced with eight trees in accordance with BTRS, it will still take the best part of 

40 years to recover the 6+ tonnes of sequestered CO2 lost. If the aim was to replace this loss by 

2046, then 18 replacement trees would have to be planted. This is just one of the ecoservices 

that trees provide. 

Bristol Tree Forum 

January 2021 

https://bristoltreeforum.org/

