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21/01509/V | Stoke Lodge Shirehampton Road Sea Mills Bristol BS9 1BN  

 

This document is the Bristol Tree Forum’s response to the following application proposal: 

 

Sympathetic Excavation of the trench and removal of stumps supervised by an 

Arboricultural Consultant. Installation of path for disabled access. All works including 

potential root pruning in line with BS 5837:2012 Trees in relation to design, demolition 

and construction - Recommendations and Industry best practice. The application 

addresses the worst case scenario as the client is exploring the possibilities of repair 

work requiring only minor excavations.  

This is the description of the proposed works is in two parts: 

1. Excavation works to replace the foul sewer serving the pavilion, existing pipe work is no 

longer functional and does not meet current building regulations. The proposed works 

pass through the anticipated rooting area of a TPO'd Ash Tree identified as T8 on the 

attached TPP method statement plan. 

2. Installation of no dig footpath using a cellular confinement solution based on 

Arboricultural Association Guidance Note 12 to the West of the pavilion. Exact position 

and spec to be confirmed in order to comply with building regs and disabled access 

requirements. 

Summary 

The first principle of the Mitigation Hierarchy1 is Avoid - where possible, habitat damage should 

be avoided. Works to any tree, let alone a TPO tree, should not be undertaken unless they are 

shown to be unavoidable. The recent change to the application proposal demonstrates that the 

Part 1 works as currently proposed have not been shown to be necessary. 

The application states that the sewer’s 'existing pipe work is no longer functional and does not 

meet current building regulations'. However, the proposal in the application now states that 

'the client is exploring the possibilities of repair work requiring only minor excavations'. These 

two statements are contradictory - either the pipe can be repaired, or it requires replacement. 

The application should be withdrawn while the applicant decides how best to proceed. If the 

applicant will not withdraw, then it should be refused. 

Part 2 of this application is really a disguised attempt to include an unrelated proposal to install 

a footpath. This would normally require a separate full planning application, which would be 

the best forum to decide the question of whether a no-dig footpath is the right solution. There 

 
1 Adopted within the National Planning Policy Framework - https://www.gov.uk/guidance/national-planning-
policy-framework  

https://bristoltreeforum.org/
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/national-planning-policy-framework
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/national-planning-policy-framework
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is not enough information available to help inform a decision about whether this type of path 

is either required or feasible - the presence of underground services alone may make this type 

of path infeasible. 

We have no objection to the installation of a path in principle, but more information is needed 

before the planning authority can consider whether the proposed Part 2 works should be 

allowed to proceed. The exact route, its design and the specifications required both under 

building regulations, disabled access requirements and in order to comply with the guidance 

set out in the Arboricultural Association’s Guidance Note 12: The Use of Cellular Confinement 

Systems near Trees: A Guide to Good Practice (the Guidance), all need to be published before 

this matter can properly be considered. 

Our objections to the proposals 

1. The presence of underground services passing beneath the proposed no-dig footpath 

may make its installation infeasible. 

No drawings of the proposed footpath showing its location, route and dimensions have been 

published. We believe it is likely to start at the recently widened gap in the boundary wall just 

off Ebenezer Lane and pass through the nearby gate in the security fence onto the concrete 

plinth located to the west of the Pavilion. Figure 1 shows the most likely general route of the 

path. Whether its layout will stray into the Root Protection Area of T8 remains unclear. 

 

Figure 1 An aerial view showing the likely general route of the path (the yellow line). Part of the 

canopy of T8 is clearly visible. 

https://bristoltreeforum.org/
https://www.trees.org.uk/News-Blog/Latest-News/New-guide-to-use-of-cellular-confinement-systems-n
https://www.trees.org.uk/News-Blog/Latest-News/New-guide-to-use-of-cellular-confinement-systems-n
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Paragraph 77 of the Guidance states:  

Underground services should not be routed beneath cellular confinement systems 

because they may need to be accessed in the future, either for repair or for making new 

connections, which could severely compromise the installation. On many development 

sites this can be a significant limitation. Therefore, when cellular confinement systems 

are specified the requirement for new underground services, and where they need to be 

installed, must be detailed at the planning stage. 

The applicant has not shown the whole route of the sewer to the Ebenezer Lane, though the 

drawing annexed to the Excavation Method Statement produced by Ross Consulting appears to 

show part of the sewer passing under at least part of the likely route to the main sewer running 

under Ebenezer Lane (Figure 2). 

 

Figure 2 Wessex Water map showing the nearby route of the main underground sewers. 

The route of underground gas service also crosses under the likely route of the footpath. Figure 

3 shows the gas main passing from Ebenezer Lane to the tower at the rear of the Pavilion. 

https://bristoltreeforum.org/
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Figure 3 Map showing the location of the underground gas services at the rear of the Pavilion. 

Power, data and other services also pass under the likely route of the proposed path. The route 

of the underground clean water services to the pavilion needs to be established, but it too is 

likely to pass under the route of the proposed path. 

The Guidance makes it clear that the presence of these services passing under the path would 

most probably make this solution infeasible. This will need to be established before Part 2 of 

this application can be decided. 

2. Further information needs to be produced before a decision about Part 2 can be made. 

The Guidance states the following: 

Paragraph 14 

The basic approach of using a cellular confinement system over tree root zones can be 

prescribed by an arboriculturist, but in order to guarantee that the surface will be 

suitably durable the final specification should be produced or approved by a civil 

engineer. 

  

https://bristoltreeforum.org/
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Paragraph 15 

The soil conditions need to be considered when designing a cellular confinement system 

because the strength of the particular soil plays an important role in the effectiveness 

of the geocell-reinforced base. Standard recommendations for suitable geocell depths 

are based on a minimum subgrade California Bearing Ratio (CBR) of 3.4. If the ground is 

soft (CBR <3) an engineer should be consulted to determine if an additional sub-base is 

needed beneath the cellular confinement system. It is important that the project 

engineer has soil information prior to the surface being specified; if a site-specific soil 

survey is to be carried out the key information that the engineer requires is the saturated 

CBR value of the soil. 

Paragraph 18 

If they are to be effective, cellular confinement systems must be installed properly with 

due regard to the particular circumstances of the site. Practitioners must approach 

projects of this nature with the same degree of knowledge, care and ingenuity that they 

would bring to any other aspect of a construction project? 

Paragraph 22 

When geocells are used to protect tree root zones the central concept is that they are 

installed above ground and this normally results in a surface that is around 150mm above 

the existing ground level for footpaths, and in excess of 300mm above for roads and 

driveways. In many cases the necessary level differences required for the installation of 

cellular confinement systems over tree root systems make the approach infeasible. 

Designers and their clients need to be aware of this and make sure that the necessary 

level differences can be accommodated within a project layout. 

Paragraph 78 

Ramping up from an existing road to a new geocell surface can be difficult to achieve if 

there are tree roots at the edge of the road. It may be necessary to create a build-out 

in the road so that the ramp can be installed before the geocell begins. The preference 

would always be to have ramping formed outside tree root zones but the level change 

cause by building a new surface above ground often means that it is not practically 

feasible to ramp up from existing roads. In such situations some dig (and possibly ground 

consolidation) within the root protection zone of adjacent trees would be required in 

order to smoothly connect the two different types of surface construction. Alternatively, 

a metal ramp can be installed on minipiles. Adjacent trees could be compromised if there 

are significant roots where the excavation for a ramp is required, and all parties involved 

should be aware that in this context the use of a cellular confinement system may not 

be an appropriate solution. The level differences caused by installing above-ground 

https://bristoltreeforum.org/
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surfacing can have a variety of consequences; for example in some cases they will dictate 

the floor level of buildings in the vicinity. 

As this path is intended for disabled access, the provision of suitable ramps to allow disabled 

access will need to be specified.2 Any design will also need to take account of the route of the 

path to make it suitable for wheelchair use. This and the likely need for ramps at either end of 

the path (see paragraph 22) make it essential that the proposed design of the path be available 

before this application can be decided. 

We understand that there is a height difference between the ground level and the concrete 

plinth at the western end of the Pavilion of about 30 cm. Given the relatively short length of 

the path, the fact it will be constructed above ground and the presence of the security gate 

about halfway along its length, accommodating a suitable ramp will require careful 

consideration which may (or may not) have an impact on TPO tree T8 and the other nearby 

trees. 

Provision will be also needed to remove any potential tripping hazard caused where the 

proposed path crosses the path running parallel to and just outside the security fence. 

Key recommendation 2 

The installation of cellular confinement systems should be directed by a project-specific 

arboricultural method statement. The arboricultural method statement should list any 

aspect of the proposed construction project that has the potential to adversely impact 

adjacent trees and detail appropriate methodologies for how the works will be 

undertaken in ways that would minimise those impacts. 

No such arboricultural method statement has been produced with the application. 

Decisions about all these issues may (or may not) have an impact of the nearby trees and will 

need to be addressed before this application can be decided. Leaving it to be dealt with at 

some later stage is both unacceptable and impracticable. 

Conclusion 

The law and practice governing applications to permit tree works to trees subject to a Tree 

Preservation Order under the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 does not allow for a proper 

consideration of the wider implications of installing a path here. Part 2 of the application should 

be made as a separate full planning application and not combined here with Part 1. In this way 

the evidence required under the Guidance can be produced and the wider (non-tree) issues 

 
2 See the Building Regulations 2010 - Access to and use of buildings  
 

https://bristoltreeforum.org/
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/441786/BR_PDF_AD_M2_2015.pdf
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likely to be raised can be properly considered.  

Our observations about the recent changes to the proposal show that this application is 

confused and ambiguous. It should be withdrawn or refused. 

For all these reasons, we object to this application. 

However, if the planning authority is minded to allow this application in its current form, then 

the approval needs to be conditioned to require a new Arboricultural Impact Assessment3 and 

Arboricultural Method Statement to be published in respect of both parts of the proposed works. 

Evidence also needs to be to be published which deals with the various issues we have raised 

above before the Part 2 works can be allowed to proceed. 

We note in passing that Ross Consulting suggest that the tree is probably infected with Ash Die 

Back (ADB). Given, as is clear from Mr Ross’s report, that he has not visited the site, this can 

only be treated as speculation and not germane to this application. No evidence of ADB was 

noted by the arboricultural planning officer when they were considering the recent planning 

application 20/03288/VP in the late summer of 2020. 

Bristol Tree Forum 

25 March 2021 

 
3 As far as we have been able to ascertain, the last survey was undertaken on 12th September 2017 as part of planning 
application 17/06665/F, more than three and a half years ago. 

https://bristoltreeforum.org/
pa.bristol.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=summary&keyVal=QDXJDJDNFIY00
pa.bristol.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=summary&keyVal=P0A6Q8DNIWL00

