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ABSTRACT

Bristol has undertaken to develop a tree strategy at the same time that
the UK government has appointed a tree champion to bolster planting rates and grow green spaces, with a particular role of preventing
unnecessary felling of street trees and requiring proper consultation
with local communities. Bristol has also renewed a commitment to
double its tree canopy cover to 30% by 2050. This paper uses the case
study of Bristol and its Tree Forum to make the case for the inclusion
of community engagement as part of the tree strategy. At present, the
community is not usually consulted over the felling of trees on public
land, resulting in risks being considered without the beneﬁts taken
into consideration, or alternative management options. In addition,
there is often no consultation with the Tree Forum regarding the
removal of trees for other schemes. This paper advocates a legal
obligation to properly consult before trees are cut down, and proposes mechanisms whereby this may be accomplished. In addition, it
proposes proper consultation before key strategic decisions are taken.

Street tree; urban tree;
proper consultation; Bristol
Tree Forum; Sir William
Worsley

Introduction
The June 2018 decision by Environment Secretary Michael Gove to appoint a new tree
champion1 to “drive forward planting rates and prevent unnecessary felling of street
trees” represents the best opportunity for action on urban trees in the last 45 years
(since “Plant a Tree in ’73). At the same time, Bristol has taken the decision to develop
a tree strategy which includes doubling urban canopy. This paper makes the case for
community engagement in tree management decisions.

History of tree management in Bristol
In addition to the substantial Victorian urban tree planting, of predominantly planes
and limes, Bristol has also beneﬁtted from some important tree management decisions in the last 50 years. These included the management measures to secure
a long-term future for the ancient and veteran trees in Ashton Court; the seminal
Ancient trees, wood pasture and parkland biodiversity action plan (Bristol City Council,
2000), which was developed following extensive consultation with all key stakeholders through an excellent collaborative process; and other pioneering eﬀorts to
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preserve veteran trees (Fay & Robinson, 2001). Other achievements include Bristol’s
substantial response to “Plant a Tree in 73” where some 4000 trees were planted in 2
years along major and minor roads2; and the decision to restore Queens Square in
1998 (Edwards, 2010). More recently, some 60,000 whips and standards have been
planted as part of the “One Tree per Child3” initiative and innovative schemes have
resulted in the planting of new trees in the middle of Whiteladies Road and the Bath
Road during highways works. In June/July 2018, Talking Trees Bristol (a comprehensive public engagement campaign, led by the Woodland Trust and including the
Bristol Tree Forum) obtained substantial media and social media coverage. However,
in contrast, street trees that have been felled are currently only replaced when
independent funding has been obtained by the community, or developer funding
arising from the Bristol Tree Replacement Standard4 (resulting in several hundred
street tree stumps in Bristol remaining long term, with some having been felled
many years ago). Park trees that are felled are also not automatically replaced.
In 2018, Bristol undertook to develop a tree strategy through consultations led by
Bristol City Council (BCC), the Bristol Tree Forum, the Forest of Avon Trust and The
Woodland Trust. A major part of this strategy will be to implement Bristol’s 2012
commitment5 (re-aﬃrmed in June 2018) to double its tree canopy to 30% by 2050.6
At a national level, Sir William Worsley has been appointed by Environment Secretary
Michael Gove among other things “to prevent the unnecessary felling of street
trees – alongside supporting the introduction of a new duty for councils to properly
consult with communities before they cut down trees”.7

Establishment of the Bristol Tree Forum
In 2008, controversy about the numbers of trees being removed (mainly street trees) led
to establishment of The Bristol Tree Forum.8 Its aims were to:
● protect and enhance our urban trees in streets, parks, gardens and all open spaces;
● encourage BCC to ensure the replacement of trees that have been (and continue to

be) removed;
● establish suﬃcient funding to ensure the retention of mature trees in our city and

slow the present rate of felling;
● establish suﬃcient funding for the planting of new urban trees;
● stabilise then increase the urban canopy cover;
● work with BCC to plan for “climate prooﬁng” our city in accordance with predicted

urban temperature increases in the next 20 years;
● argue for a formulaic approach to ensure that Bristol achieves a sustainable balance

between the built form/hard surface and tree canopy cover;
● provide a mechanism for open consultation on urban trees issues between local

community groups, interested professional bodies and several BCC
Departments;
● promote greater understanding of the values of amenity trees and stay up-to-date
with current thinking, policy and research.
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What has the Bristol Tree Forum achieved?
The main achievements of the Bristol Tree Forum are provided in the following list:
● Helped develop the Bristol Tree Replacement Standard (BTRS).9 This is an estab-

●

●

●

●
●
●

●

lished standard tree replacement protocol applied by BCC planners for the calculation of the number of trees to be replaced each time a tree is removed on private
land by developers. The BTRS has been defended by Bristol Tree Forum comments
in around 1000 planning applications and used as a case study by the Trees and
Design Action Group. It has resulted in the availability of more than £400,000 of
section 106 funds earmarked for tree planting.
Reversal of plans in 2017 to slash the Highways street tree maintenance budget by
78% through extensive media, community awareness and lobbying initiatives far
beyond the remit of BCC tree oﬃcers (McEwan 2017).
An extensive and varied series of public educational lectures over many years from
external experts. This encouraged previous leaderships to commit to doubling tree
canopy.
A mechanism for ﬁnding local tree champions to promote the planting of trees in
their area and to comment on planning applications which threaten the removal of
trees.
The installation of tree pits in some new pavement buildouts.
Secured around £70,000 sponsorship for tree planting from the University of Bristol,
commercial donations and community initiatives.
Trees of Bristol10 (a site developed by two committee members which provides an
interactive guide to the trees of Bristol and has open and searchable access to the
data on individual trees)
Contribution to the development of the Green Infrastructure Core Strategy
adopted by Bristol (see page 73), which deﬁnes green infrastructure to include
street trees (4.9.6) and includes percentage tree cover as a key performance
indicator (P78).

Despite its positive engagement in tree issues, the Bristol Tree Forum is not usually
consulted over key tree management decisions (the penultimate aim of the Bristol
Tree Forum). Recent examples are the decision in 2014 to stop funding the replacement of felled street trees and instead to divert the money to Bristol’s “One Tree per
Child”; the 2017 decision by Highways to reduce the street tree management budget
by 78% (now partially reversed) and the undertaking of major tree works (e.g. the
removal of a substantial amount of young woodland in Stoke Park to restore grazing
land, and the Temple Gate and Arena Island Highways works which have both
resulted in the felling of signiﬁcant numbers of important trees). In addition, BCC
does not consult over decisions to remove street trees or park trees, either at
a strategic or local level. In some instances, local communities are informed of felling
decisions, either through a notice ﬁxed to the tree or emails to local councillors;
however, this does not constitute consultation in any sense of the word. In the
medium term, felling is the cheapest option for any tree requiring maintenance
work and avoids the need for on-going management. The loss of tree sites leads to
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considerably greater expense should the tree ultimately be replaced, through the
need for re-surveying services and construction of a new tree pit. In addition, canopy
cover is reduced. The situation in Sheﬃeld, where future maintenance costs of large
trees are being eliminated through their removal, has been replicated, albeit inadvertently and at a smaller scale, by many other budget-restricted local authorities
(Britt and Johnson, 2008).
The situation regarding street trees is that while there is currently no consultation
regarding the overall strategy for managing street trees, or decisions taken over individual trees, the community is nevertheless expected to provide the funds for their
replacement. One could argue that there should be no taxation without representation.
In addition, the whole lifecycle costs and beneﬁts should be determined.11 Thus, the cost
of replacement should be included for decision-making purposes and the implications
for canopy cover in the short and longer term. In the 12-month period over 2017/2018,
165 street trees were removed whereas the average number of street trees planted in
the last 5 years is 122 per year,12 often by species that will not become as large, resulting
in an overall loss of canopy.

Conﬂicting considerations and a rapidly changing context
While positive public attitudes to trees and support for their retention have a long
history over more than two millennia and across many cultures (Cusack, 2011), other
factors needing consideration in this discussion are rapidly evolving. There is now
a public discussion of the beneﬁts that urban trees provide which include ﬁnancial
beneﬁts, through for example, decreased air conditioning and heating bills, decrease in
crime (Kuo & Sullivan, 2001), mitigation of the eﬀects of traﬃc noise and pollution,
general health and well-being and reduced and slowed water-run oﬀ as part of ﬂood
control measures. Older trees provide historical continuity to the urban landscape,
together with valuable habitats for wildlife. Also, the issue of climate change has
moved rapidly up the UK agenda13 and increases in urban canopy cover mitigate
many of the eﬀects of climate change. In conﬂict with this, an increasingly risk-averse
culture often extends to eﬀorts to assign culpable responsibility following accidents (e.g.
Eden, 2007) and has led to more frequent removal of trees, particularly of large specimens. In addition, there are other negative aspects of trees which include loss of light,
leaf fall and bird droppings.
Research aimed at assigning a ﬁnancial value to urban trees has now been
reported by the media, and often reveals ﬁgures that are staggeringly high. One
such example is New York City,14 where in the borough of Queens, the total
monetary value assigned to street trees was calculated to exceed US$52 million.
A front-page article in The Times15 focused on a plane tree (Platanus × hispanica) in
Mayfair London, “valued at £750,000 by council oﬃcers making it the most valuable
tree in the country”.
It is this collision of conﬂicting priorities and ideologies which puts the tree oﬃcer in
a diﬃcult situation when deciding the best course of action.
Societal norms increasingly favour consultation before decisions are taken, and
council departments, which traditionally took decisions in isolation from public opinion,
are being pressured to open up to community consultation. The planning process (at all
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levels from strategic urban planning to individual applications) is an example where
consultation mechanisms are particularly mature. However, there are other ad hoc
examples which attest to considerable variation from one council to another.

Legal case for consultation
It is clear from the example of Sheﬃeld that urban tree management should not be left
entirely to council oﬃcers and councillors, even if well-intentioned, because priorities
can change. In 2005, a Sheﬃeld tree oﬃcer stated, “Lime trees are a huge part of the
Victorian heritage of Sheﬃeld, there are huge swathes of them. Some of them may
cause a bit of disruption but we could never consider felling them just because they
were inconvenient to maintain”.16 Just a decade later the situation had changed dramatically, with wholesale removal of the same trees previously so highly regarded.
City councils have a legal requirement to apply planning and building regulations;
they have to abide by employment and equalities laws and ensure that their building
comply with ﬁre regulations. Therefore, it is reasonable that there should be some
constraints to the decisions that they can take on urban trees. On 26 July 2018, the
barrister for Sheﬃeld City Council (SCC) stated in court that SCC would be quite within
its rights to remove every street tree in Sheﬃeld (Professor Chris Rust, pers. comm.). This
paper argues that this statement is wrong, not least because councils are the guardians
of this important urban resource, with the potential to out-live transient economic and
political considerations.
In recent years, the societal norm of public participation in decision-making
beyond the electoral process has been put on a solid legal basis with the adoption
of international conventions and English case law. The European Landscape
Convention17 which came into force in the UK on 1 March 2007 stresses the importance of public consultation and recognises the value of landscapes both urban and
rural; and both ordinary and extraordinary.18 The answer to a written Parliamentary
Question in 2007 by Stephen Williams MP, determined that this convention did apply
to street trees.19
In addition, the Convention on Access to Information, Public Participation in Decisionmaking and Access to Justice in Environmental Matters (Aarhus Convention) requires
that “each Party shall guarantee the rights of access to information, public participation
in decision-making, and access to justice in environmental matters”.20
A number of recent cases have recognised the necessity for consultation and deﬁned
the meaning of consultation in practice. In the North East Devon Health Authority
(2001)21 case, Lord Woolf gave judgement, stating:
“It is common ground that, whether or not consultation of interested parties and the
public is a legal requirement, if it is embarked upon it must be carried out properly. To
be proper, consultation must be undertaken at a time when proposals are still at
a formative stage; it must include suﬃcient reasons for particular proposals to allow
those consulted to give intelligent consideration and an intelligent response; adequate
time must be given for this purpose; and the product of consultation must be conscientiously taken into account when the ultimate decision is taken”.
The importance of public consultation was further aﬃrmed by the 2007 Greenpeace
case22 which referred in some detail to the Aarhus Convention.
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The importance of public consultation: there are inhabitants in the urban
forest
Controversies regarding the removal of urban trees are unfortunate, given that council
tree oﬃcers often share many of the same values as the public they serve. It has been
suggested that a process of consultation would be neither appropriate nor genuine as
the council has all the expertise and the eventual outcome would have already been
decided beforehand.23 However, there are a number of reasons why this is not the case
(Papastavrou, 2008).
In Bristol, every time that the felling of important trees has been challenged by
ourselves and alternatives agreed, the trees still remain. For most situations, there are
a variety of options other than felling, which have their own costs and beneﬁts. If felling
is the cheapest option for a budget-limited local council, other sources of funding may
be available to retain trees. In the case of some important ancient and veteran urban
trees in the Redland area of Bristol that were scheduled for removal, the local community funded expert reports (at their own cost of £2500), which aﬃrmed that the trees did
not need to be removed and provided expert opinion as to the value of the trees which
had not been recognised by BCC. To encourage their retention, the community provided
BCC with funding for their future management, in the expectation, not realised to date,
that there would be consultation as to how this money should be used.
BCC has raised the concern that if the trees were to fail and cause accidents or
injury, while the process of consultation is happening that would not be a defence in
court. However, there is a separate rapid-track approach for trees identiﬁed as
dangerous which would address this concern. Another concern expressed is that
any consultation process questions the professional expertise of tree oﬃcers. In
response, it could be argued that experts contribute to many other consultation
processes and their professional opinions are respected, indeed enhanced by contributing to such processes.
A process of consultation allows errors to be identiﬁed, or an alternative professional view to be presented. In the case of the Redland trees, it was determined that
the risk had been overestimated by three orders of magnitude (Papastavrou, Leaper,
& Prytherch, 2010). For another tree in Clifton, Bristol, the probability of a death in
a calendar year was calculated as 0.1 making it, apparently, the most dangerous
place in the world (Horsey, Cadogan, & Swann, 2008); clearly, a reality check was
needed!
Public consultation is important because the public may have technical or historical knowledge (local or otherwise) that goes far beyond the remit or knowledge of
the tree oﬃcer. Thus, a considerable range and variety of information is potentially
available, from wildlife considerations to historical context, to aid the decisionmaking process.
Thus, members of the “public” can bring a wide variety of skills and information to
the debate. Beyond those who happen to have professional skills (lawyers, architects,
landscape architects, urban planners, professional botanists, naturalists and historians),
there will also be extremely knowledgeable amateurs and residents who can contribute
simply because of their local knowledge or the fact that they have lived in the area for
a very long time. In such a complex situation, it is dangerous for the tree oﬃcer to claim
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that they can make the decision in isolation and that there need not be any public
engagement. Also, council tree oﬃcers may not have a free hand to oppose decisions to
remove trees that are being made by other council departments and public engagement would help to make the case for tree retention. Once a decision has been made to
remove a tree, it is usually diﬃcult to overturn that decision without a loss of face for the
tree oﬃcers concerned. Better therefore to consult, uncover new and pertinent information that might not have been apparent to the tree oﬃcer, discuss the options and arrive
at a better decision on the basis of all the information and evidence (Papastavrou, 2008).
A public consultation would also reveal subjective values, such as the importance of
the trees (Figure 1), their aesthetic appeal, or the importance that local people attribute
to wildlife. Thus, one great spotted woodpecker “drumming” and nesting in an urban
environment can give pleasure to huge numbers of people regardless of how common
or rare this species is.
Although some have fears that consultation is cumbersome, if it is genuine, it
dramatically improves relationships between the diﬀerent stakeholders who then understand each other’s positions more fully and can work towards acceptable solutions to
which all opinions have contributed. Consultation on tree management generally is
likely to lead to a reduction in acrimonious disputes and eleventh-hour eﬀorts to halt
tree removals that have already been authorised.
At present, there is greater credence given to opinion favouring tree removal because
of a focus on potential risks posed by urban trees, rather than their beneﬁts, resulting in
what John Adams has described as bottom loop bias (Adams, 2008). Any risks posed by
the trees, and liability assumed by the authority, should be balanced against the beneﬁts
of the services that the trees provide. This complex mixture makes the tree oﬃcer’s job

Figure 1. This young oak tree in a Bristol town green was removed by a BCC Tree Oﬃcer in 2008
following representations from the owner of the nearby house. There was no proper consultation
and no opportunity for those who wished to see it retained to have a voice. Interestingly, 10 years
later there are now proposals to erect a mobile phone mast in the space that is available as a result.
In contrast, any such proposal may require a planning application and if so there would be an
opportunity to consult over that.
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of weighing risk against the beneﬁts of urban trees very diﬃcult. Currently, at the level
of an individual tree the discussion of risk eclipses the consideration of beneﬁt, particularly as potential risks are easier to identify than the beneﬁts. Public participation would
be beneﬁcial in avoiding bottom loop bias and deciding how best to balance appropriate risk management with the beneﬁts of retaining trees.
The National Tree Safety Group24 has also addressed the issue of bottom loop bias
and states, “the individual risk of death attributable to trees is 10 times less than the
threshold of one death in one million per year that the HSE25 says people regard as
insigniﬁcant or trivial in their daily lives. Because trees present a very low risk to people,
owners and managers should be able to make planning and management decisions
within this context and avoid unnecessary intervention, survey and cost”. It adds that,
“the pressures on tree owners to follow a risk-averse approach have never been greater.
Publishing a tree strategy which clearly indicates how these management decisions are
taken and by whom allows a local authority to temper a risk-averse outlook” (National
Tree Safety Group, 2011).
Much of this paper has focused on interaction with local authority tree oﬃcers.
However, street trees are also removed as part of highways developments and here
there is also a requirement for consultation so that those who wish to see trees
retained can present their case and challenge interpretations of the 1980
Highways Act.

The importance of urban forest management plans and tree strategies
In the absence of urban forest management plans and tree strategies, tree oﬃcers and
other council oﬃcers make decisions in a policy vacuum. This can make such decisions
hard to defend, especially with those who take a diﬀerent policy viewpoint (see
subsequent sections). Thus, the ancient and veteran trees on Redland Green in 2008
were scheduled for removal because they had the characteristics of ancient and veteran
trees, and had been scheduled for felling following surveys that only assessed their risk.
The ancient tree policy (Bristol City Council, 2000) had apparently been forgotten and
the felling notice did not mention either the policy or that these were ancient and
veteran trees from a former rural environment.26
In addition to maintaining ancient and veteran trees, other policy objectives might be
to increase canopy cover (as is the case in Bristol). Clearly then eﬀorts would be undertaken to protect and maintain and manage existing trees, rather than fell them.
Additional extra management goals might be to require a certain level of canopy
cover on all new developments (the policy for Wycombe is derived from Goodenough,
Handley, Rogers, and Simpkin (2018) and is 25%.27 If only risk is taken into consideration,
the end result will inevitably be a loss of canopy cover, particularly street tree canopy
cover as “large trees are being cut down and are being replaced by much smaller
varieties” (TDAG, 2011).
Thus, management plans and tree strategies are clearly needed,28 including
a national tree and woodland strategy (TDAG, 2019). Diﬀerent management objectives
lead to diﬀerent outcomes. A parallel discussion regarding the management objectives
for ﬁsheries is currently underway. Should ﬁsheries be managed to extract the maximum
sustainable yield from ﬁsh populations (the traditional goal)? Or should wider
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environmental considerations restrict the use of destructive ﬁshing techniques and
ﬁsheries with high bycatch? How should other uses of the marine environment, such
as tourism, be taken into consideration? See Hilborn (2004), Sainsbury and Sumaila
(2003) and de la Mare (1998) for examples.

Separating facts from values and understanding the nature of conﬂicts
In Bristol, the last few years has seen a number of conﬂicts between the council and
local groups or residents regarding the removal of trees. Many conﬂicts focus on the
larger and older trees, which have many of the characteristics local authorities identify
with risk, but also greatest amenity value and importance to wildlife.29 While such
conﬂicts relate in part to a lack of consultation, it is argued that the conﬂicts relate
mostly to confusion between facts and values. Though tree oﬃcers are likely to have
a major, though not exclusive, role to play in determining the facts, they will have
a relatively minor role in contributing to a discussion on values. There is a need to
separate facts from values and consider both before taking a decision.
In addition, once a problem with a tree is identiﬁed, there are often a variety of
potential options other than felling, each with cost implications which needs to be
considered. In other walks of life, the professional identiﬁes the technical issues and lists
the options and works with the client to come to a decision. Tree conﬂicts arise because
tree oﬃcers are attempting to undertake both roles, often in the absence of a policy
framework, and without identifying the public in the role of “client”.
At present, each “side” sees the other’s point of view in very simplistic terms. Thus,
the council tree oﬃcer sees the public who wish to see trees retained as “tree huggers”
with little appreciation for the diﬃcult job that the oﬃcer has. On the other hand, the
public sometimes fails to understand that tree oﬃcers also value trees and hate to be in
the position of having to fell them. The public feels that there is no consideration for
their concerns for the value of trees, nor any opportunity to contribute to the discussion
as to why apparently healthy trees are being proposed for removal. In short, there is
considerable frustration on both sides because there is little, if any, meaningful dialogue.
Through a mutual lack of understanding, each party perceives the gap to be greater
than it actually is.
By separating facts from values, Berry (1993) described in a general sense four
diﬀerent elements of conﬂict (Figure 2).
Conﬂicts which remain in the “cultural” box cannot be resolved. If there is
a disagreement over both facts and values, such conﬂicts will remain.30 Where there is
disagreement about facts but not about values the conﬂict can be resolved by applying
technical, legal and scientiﬁc arguments to “verify” disputed facts. In contrast, if there is
agreement on facts but not values there is an opportunity to “persuade”. In conﬂicts
regarding trees it is likely that, on the whole, there could be broad agreement on both
facts and values and so the process of reaching agreement should in principle be
computational. These are the easiest conﬂicts to resolve. To the computational box in
the matrix, one could add the need to discover,31 or ﬂush out, both the facts and the
values. As is argued in this paper, the wide variety of component issues mean that
a discovery of facts and values can only be done through a process of consultation.
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Figure 2. Conﬂicts matrix from Berry (1993).

Values underpin society, and therefore decisions regarding trees should take these into
account. Put simply, people feel strongly about trees and those feelings need to be included in
the decision-making process.32 The quality and magnitude of the value ascribed to trees by
stakeholders is by nature-subjective and can only be discovered through consultation, and
diﬀerent people may have diﬀerent values and prioritise these to a greater or lesser extent.

The solution: conducting a “proper consultation”
Sir William Worsley, Chair of the National Forest Company and recently appointed government
Tree Champion, has been asked to put into practice a new duty for councils to properly consult
with communities before they cut down trees. The use of the word properly is important. As
stated earlier, Lord Justice Woolf has deﬁned a proper consultation as consisting of a number
of elements, and this should be included when developing a new tree strategy, with the
process for ongoing consultations formalised within that strategy. The elements are as follows:
● consultation must be undertaken at a time when proposals are still at a formative stage;
● it must include suﬃcient reasons for particular proposals to allow those consulted

to give intelligent consideration and an intelligent response;
● adequate time must be given for this purpose; and
● the product of consultation must be conscientiously taken into account when the

ultimate decision is taken.
Given the expectation of a positive outcome to Sir William Worsley’s work, Bristol is in
a good position to include a process of proper consultation within the tree strategy that is
currently being developed. Eﬀective well-considered tree strategies are vital as they set the
ground rules which should help all parties (Sue James, pers. comm.).
A community-led organisation, such as the Bristol Tree Forum, can provide an eﬀective way
for tree oﬃcers to work with the public. The committee members of the Tree Forum have
suﬃcient expertise to prioritise cases, and ﬁeld some of the less well-informed input from the
public thus providing a suitable interface between members of the public and over-worked
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Council oﬃcers. When inspections of important trees requiring action are undertaken, a range
of options in addition to felling should be oﬀered and a consultation started.
In addition, community groups such as the Bristol Tree Forum should be formally
consulted on any Highways proposals to remove trees (e.g. road realignments, new pedestrian crossings) and management proposals for parks, street trees and other publicly owned
trees. The role of the Bristol Tree Forum should be written in to the new strategy.
Strategic-level decisions can be formalised through the tree strategy in order to work
towards increasing canopy cover. A good example of such a process is Melbourne’s (Australia)
approach to doubling tree canopy (Jaluzot, 2018). The approach was to ﬁrst collect data on
the city’s trees and then model how the canopy would change under diﬀerent circumstances.
In Melbourne, following extensive consultation, a 10-year management plan was agreed for
each area. In Bristol, as described above, in one 12-month period between 2017/2018, 165
street trees were felled. Yet the average planting of street trees (over a 5-year period) is 122
trees per annum, often of species that will not provide the canopy of the trees that they are
replacing. This approach would need to be revised if canopy is to be increased. One option is
to determine the funding needed to retain some of the street trees with defects33 through
appropriate management where the current approach is to fell. Barrell (2017), Barrell (2018)
contends that 75% of the total beneﬁts of street trees come between 80 and 270 years of age,
and it is inevitable that street trees of this age will have defects and will therefore need
management (Figure 3).
A more radical approach which would result in an increase in canopy would be to
apply the BTRS to all publicly and privately owned trees that are felled for whatever
reason. For each tree felled, several would be planted. This would also change the
current situation where felling is the cheapest option. However, this should be undertaken in a way that does not disincentivise the planting of trees in the ﬁrst place.
In conclusion, consultation with local communities and their active involvement will
be critical at both a strategic level and the level of individual trees, if urban trees are to
be managed eﬀectively and with the support of those who live in the urban forest.

Figure 3. Conceptualisation of the current annual beneﬁt delivery from street trees. Reproduced
with permission from Jeremy Barrell.
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https://www.gov.uk/government/news/tree-champion-to-expand-englands-woodland.
https://www.theguardian.com/politics/2013/oct/30/frank-kelf-obituary.
https://www.bristol.gov.uk/en_US/museums-parks-sports-culture/one-tree-per-child.
See Section 4.
https://www.bristol.gov.uk/documents/20182/34488/Tree%20Bristol%20brief%20Dec%
202012.pdf/29b10261-3ad4-4d5b-93c9-fecad9e475aa.
There is some confusion over this goal as Mayor Marvin Rees has been quoted as aiming to
double the number of trees. https://www.bristolpost.co.uk/news/bristol-news/bristol-mayor
-marvin-rees-annual-1800974 The 30% goal is listed in: Our Future: A vision for an
Environmentally Sustainable Bristol, published by Bristol Green Capital and available on
http://bristolgreencapital.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/01/BGCP_Our-Future_2019-2.pdf.
https://www.gov.uk/government/news/tree-champion-to-expand-englands-woodland.
https://bristoltreeforum.org/.
See P20 onwards of https://www.bristol.gov.uk/documents/20182/34520/SPD%20Final%
20Doc%20Dec2012.pdf/daf75908-50fd-4138-afed-770310a6a431.
https://bristoltrees.space/Tree/. Reversal of plans in 2017 to slash the highways street tree
maintenance budget by 78% through extensive media, community awareness and lobbying initiatives far beyond the remit of BCC tree oﬃcers (McEwan, 2017).
This would be the approach for managing other council assets such as vehicles, where if
a vehicle is scrapped or sold, it then has to be replaced.
Information on trees planted taken from Tree Bristol https://www.bristol.gov.uk/en_US/
museums-parks-sports-culture/treebristol-planting-trees-in-bristol.
Information that urban trees mitigate the eﬀects of climate change by reducing urban
temperatures by up to 4°, is now widely reported in the media.
http://www.qgazette.com/news/2007/0822/features/012.html.
22 April 2008: pp. 1, 22.
https://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/uknews/1486482/Aphids-put-the-squeeze-on-Victorianlimes.html.
This convention comes under the aegis of The Council of Europe, not the EU and so will be
unaﬀected by Brexit.
Despite the ratiﬁcation of the convention by the UK, local councils appear to be doing little,
if anything, to implement it.
Written answer on 26 April 2007 by Minister of State (Housing and Planning), Department
for Communities and Local Government [133,407].
The Aarhus Convention was ratiﬁed by the UK on 23 February 2005. As it was also ratiﬁed
by the EU by means of a regulation, it does not need to be transposed into national law.
R v North & East Devon Health Authority, ex parte Coughlan [2001] QB 213, [2000] 3 All ER
850, 97 LGR 703.
R (on the application of Greenpeace Ltd) v Secretary of State for Trade and Industry [2007]
EWHC 311.
Pers. Comm. Bristol Parks Department, Bristol City Council, 17 April 2007.
The National Tree Safety Group is a broad partnership of organisations that have come
together to develop nationally recognised guidance on tree safety management that is
proportionate to the actual risk from trees.
Health and Safety Executive.
Notice to Redland Green park users from Bristol City Council, 14 December 2007.
https://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/2018/05/30/developers-required-plant-urban-forestscovering-quarter-new/.
http://www.treeconomics.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/Treeconomics-Brochure.pdf.
The importance to wildlife can result from the very things that are perceived as “problems”
such as cavities and holes, dead wood and the organisms such as fungi that thrive on it. In
addition, many features of “old” trees contribute to their aesthetic value.
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30. The conﬂict regarding evolution versus creationism is such an example.
31. This word is used in the legal sense.
32. There are numerous examples of trees which provide important historical or cultural links,
such as the Royal Oak tree within which Charles II hid to escape the roundheads. However,
local landmark trees have a value as a landscape feature or in the memories of local people.
33. The deﬁnition of “defect” is taken from Rotherham, I., 2014. A–Z of tree terms: a companion
to British arboriculture.
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