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The original planning application 

Application by the Caravan and Motorhome Club for change of use from training centre (Use 

Class D1) to touring caravan site (Use Class D2), consisting of 62 pitches and associated 

buildings and works at the Police Dog & Horse Training Centre Clanage Road Bristol BS3 2JY 

(application no: 20/01930/F). 

 

Figure 1: The site viewed from the west (Google Earth) 

Summary 

The Bristol Tree forum believes that this appeal should be refused. If this appeal is allowed 48 

trees will be removed, which will reduce the tree canopy cover on the site by nearly 30%.  Both 

the Mitigation Hierarchy (National Planning Policy Framework) and Bristol's Development 

Framework Core Strategy BCS9 state that tree removals should be avoided where possible. It 

should be straightforward to design the caravan pitches around the existing trees so that none 

need be lost. The applicant plans to plant only 46 trees, whereas the correct level of 

compensatory planting should be 147 trees under the Bristol Tree Replacement Standard, or 

one hectare of tree canopy cover using the Biodiversity Metric calculator. 

The ambit of the planning inquiry 

On the information so far available to the Secretary of State, the matters which he particularly 

wishes to be informed about for the purposes of his consideration of the application are: 
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a. The extent to which the proposed development is consistent with Government policies 

for meeting the challenge of climate change, flooding and coastal change (NPPF Chapter 

14). 

b. The extent to which the proposed development is consistent with Government policies 

for protecting Green Belt land (NPPF Chapter 13).  

c. The extent to which the proposed development is consistent with Government policies 

for conserving and enhancing the historic environment (NPPF Chapter 16). 

d. The extent to which the proposed development is consistent with the development plan 

for the area; and 

e. any other matters the Inspector considers relevant. 

Our Statement of Case 

The Bristol Tree Forum invites the Inspector to consider the following issues: 

1. The background 

1.1. This 1.24-hectare site is located within Green Belt land on the western bank of the River 

Avon. It lies just within the metropolitan boundary of Bristol but is separated from the 

main urban development by the river. The site forms part of a continuous rural 

landscape made up of the Ashton Court Estate and the Bower Ashton conservation area 

to the south and west, the tidal and riparian margins of the River Avon to the east and 

the woods to the north and beyond, which form part of Burwalls Wood that merges into 

Leigh Woods and Abbotts Leigh Woods beyond. This forms part of the Woodland Strategic 

Network.1 

1.2. Our analysis of the site shows that it has tree canopy cover (TCC) of about 27%2. The 

Arboricultural Impact Assessment (AIA) dated February 2020 submitted by the appellant 

confirms this (appendix 3).3 The appellant’s proposal will result in the loss of 48 trees. 

This represents nearly 30% of the total TCC provided by the trees surveyed. 

  

 
1 The Bristol Wildlife Network - West of England Nature Partnership - wenp.org.uk 
2 bristoltrees.space/Tree/sitecode/BTF-030 (confidence interval - 20.8% to 33.2%) 
3 The measure is based on the canopy of the 94 trees surveyed in the AIA and includes canopy which extends beyond 

the site boundaries. 
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2. The application of the Mitigation Hierarchy  

2.1. The Mitigation Hierarchy is an integral part of the National Planning Policy Framework 

(NPPF). It is a cascading decision process: only if the preceding choice is unavailable is 

the succeeding option considered. This is the decision-making hierarchy: 

2.1.1. Avoid - Where possible habitat damage should be avoided. 

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

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

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

2.2. The removal of any tree should not be undertaken unless it is shown to be unavoidable. 

Only when habitat damage is unavoidable can the next two steps be considered. 

2.3. The appellant has failed to demonstrate that its plans can only be realised if the trees 

it identifies are removed. The presence of the trees is merely an inconvenience to its 

preferred pitch layout design; of the 48 trees identified for removal, only three appear 

to grow where a caravan pitch is planned – T8, T13 & T14. The remaining trees identified 

for removal do not impinge on the proposed pitches at all. There is no reason why the 

pitch layout cannot be adjusted to accommodate these three trees. 

2.4. We also make the following observations: 

2.4.1. We would prefer to see a greater retention of Category B amenity trees. The 

justification for the removal of the high-quality amenity trees T9, T18, T19, T20 

& T21 is insufficient and has not been made. 

2.4.2. The site is located between the City Docks and Bower Ashton conservation area. 

A greater level of retention of high-quality amenity trees needs to be proposed. 

The current proposal does not fulfil the requirements of planning policy DM15 

(Appendix 1). 

2.4.3. The omission of a Green Infrastructure - Sustainability Statement dealing with 

the likely loss of ash trees on the site as a result of ash dieback (which will 

significantly change the character and appearance of the southern section of the 

site within the Bower Ashton Conservation area - see DM15: Green Infrastructure 

Provision) also needs to addressed. 

2.4.4. The group of trees at the northern end of the site is really a continuation of 

Burwalls Wood and forms a vital element of the wildlife corridor between the 

woods to the north and the Ashton Court Estate and the Bower Ashton 
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conservation area to the south and west. 

2.4.5. T9 is a high-quality green infrastructure asset which, but for this application, 

would be worthy of a tree preservation order. The only reason for its removal is 

to accommodate a caravan pitch, yet the spacing between pitches T10 & T11 has 

been modified to accommodate trees T16 & T17, so why not do the same to 

accommodate T9?  

2.4.6. We object to the proposal because it means the loss of aged trees. These are 

important green infrastructure assets as recognised by the NPPF and Bristol’s 

Core Strategies. 

2.4.7. As well as the ecoservices it provides, the weeping willow (T21) at the entrance 

to the site has a high visual amenity, located as it is prominently on the A369. 

The same is true for the silver birch (T19) further along to the north. Both these 

trees grow outside the site boundary. 

 

Figure 2: The Silver Birch (T19) with the Weeping Willow (T21) beyond. (Google Street View October 2020) 

2.5. Many of these same points were made by the Bristol City Council Arboricultural Planning 

Officer during the original application process (Appendix 4). We endorse his comments. 
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2.6. Notwithstanding all of this, the appellant has moved straight to stage 4 of the mitigation 

hierarchy (Compensate) and fails to explain why the intervening stages have not been 

considered. All they propose is compensatory tree planting under the LPA’s planning 

obligation, DM17, known as the Bristol Tree Replacement Standard (BTRS) (see 

Appendices 1 & 2). 

3. The BTRS calculation 

3.1. BTRS is a legacy policy which was adopted in Bristol in June 2011 (DM17) as a way to 

compensate for the loss of trees due to development. It is likely to be superseded by 

the statutory introduction of the Biodiversity Metric4 (BDM) as a tool for calculating Net 

Gain (see below). However, it is still applicable in this context and so we address it 

here. 

3.2. Even if the only mitigation hierarchy option available were the last stage 

(Compensation), only 10 trees have been identified for BTRS replacement planting in 

the AIA. These are trees T7, T8, T9, T13, T14, T15, T18, T19, T20 & T21.  

3.3. We have identified 48 trees which the appellant plans to remove – the 10 above, plus 

the 4 ash trees in tree group G3, and the 34 Leyland cypress in the hedge, H1. No reason 

is given why these trees have not been included in the BTRS calculation.  

3.4. We also note that the four trees in G3 have been categorised as ‘U’ under BS5837:2012 

and so would normally be excluded from the BTRS calculation (appendix 2). Having 

examined the trees, we do not agree. This Google Streetview image made in October 

2020 shows at least one substantial young tree, taller than the Leyland cypress hedge 

beside it. We suggest that the largest tree at least justifies inclusion in the BTRS 

calculation. 

 
4 http://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/publication/5850908674228224. The Defra Biodiversity Metric 2.0 was 

released in 2019. This remains a ‘beta test’ version, but Natural England’s plan is to publish Biodiversity Metric 3.0 
this Spring. 
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Figure 3: The four Ash trees which form tree group G3 with the trees in the hedge, H1, beyond. 

3.5. On this basis, we calculate that the correct level of compensatory planting under BTRS 

is 147 trees.  

3.6. Despite this, we say that even the BTRS calculation fails to provide for the true loss of 

habitat which this proposal threatens. It would be far better to use BDM to calculate the 

Net Gain required to compensate for this loss. 

4. Biodiversity Net Gain Assessment 

4.1. The NPPF requires planning policies and decisions to provide net gains for biodiversity. 

This is supported within Planning Policy Guidance (PPG) which promotes the delivery of 

measurable Biodiversity Net Gain through the creation and enhancement of habitats 

alongside development. The Bristol Development Framework Core Strategy, the Bristol 

Local Plan and the last draft version of the Local Plan all refer to habitat enhancement, 

restoration and creation (see Appendix 1). The BDM has been designed to help deliver 

these policies. 

4.2. Despite this, the appellant’s Biodiversity Net Gain Assessment5 (BNGA) lacks sufficient 

 
5 Application document 20_01930_F-BIODIVERSITY_NET_GAIN_ASSESSMENT-2742424.pdf. Dated September 2020. 

https://bristoltreeforum.org/
https://bristoltreeforum.org/


 

bristoltreeforum.org 7 

 

detail to allow any detailed analysis. The appellant has calculated the baseline 

biodiversity at 2.35 Habitat Units (HUs) and 0.30 Hedgerow Units (HRUs) but only the 

headline results of the BDM have been published. The complete calculation needs to be 

produced to allow a proper understanding of the appellant’s approach.  

4.3. It is notable that the BNGA makes no reference to the AIA even though both were relied 

on in the original application. The AIA surveyed 98 trees – 26 trees, 8 groups and 2 hedges 

(see Appendix 3). All were noted to be in good to fair condition, health and vitality with 

the majority having an estimated remaining contribution of 20+ or 40+ years. Our 

detailed observations are set out at paragraph 2.4 above. 

4.4. Despite this, the appellant has categorised the trees on the site as ‘a mixture of mature 

and semi-mature trees (native and non-native) predominately within an urban setting 

with a relatively low ecological value’. They have assigned the BDM category Urban – 

Street tree to them.  

4.5. However, we believe that assigning the BDM category Urban – Street tree to these trees 

is inappropriate given the site’s location. Urban – Street tree is narrowly defined. The 

category was not included in the original Defra biodiversity metric and requires a 

different approach to the Area Habitat biodiversity unit calculation. The Urban – Street 

tree category is given a low distinctiveness score as they vary in the species that are 

planted, sit in stressed environments, and would only be considered a single component 

of a habitat like woodland. 

4.6. The BNGA then goes on the describe the tree line in the north-west as ‘predominantly 

consist[ing] of semi-mature sycamore trees Acer pseudoplatanus. The tree-line is 

classified only as ‘line of trees’, as it is not considered to comprise an ecologically 

valuable example of this habitat type’. 

4.7. For all the reasons set out above (see paragraph 2.4 in particular), we cannot agree. 

These trees, together with the other trees growing here, make the most significant 

contribution to the biodiversity of the site and cannot be so lightly dismissed. We have 

assigned the BDM category Woodland and forest - Other woodland; broadleaved to all 

the trees on the site save for the hedges. 

4.8. The BDM calculation is based on habitat areas.6 In our view, the best measure of a tree’s 

 
6 BDM requires all habitat areas to be reported in hectares, accurate to two decimal places. 
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habitat value is its canopy, since it is the canopy which provides the most important 

element of a tree’s ecoservices. 

4.9. Using the canopy values provided in the appellant’s AIA7 (see Appendix 3), we calculate 

that the trees growing on the site provide 0.35 ha of tree canopy cover (TCC). Of this, 

it is proposed that 0.10 ha of TCC will be removed. 

4.10. On the basis that the trees have medium habitat distinctiveness and ecological 

connectivity, moderate habitat condition, are within an area formally identified in local 

strategy and within the LPA, we calculate that the trees have a value of 3.54 Habitat 

Units (HUs). The trees to be removed are worth 1.01 HUs. 

4.11. The appellant identifies two Leyland cypress hedges in the BNGA.8 These hedges have 

been categorised as BDM Hedge ornamental non-native. The effect of this is to give 

these features a zero Hedgerow Unit (HRU) value. The hedge running along the roadside 

comprises 34 trees with average stem diameters of 30 cm and average 10 metres high 

and 8 metres wide. They are trees in all but name. We estimate that the hedge, H1 

(treated as a linear feature in BDM9) is 0.07 kilometres (72 metres) long.  

4.12. We have assigned it BDM hedge category Line of trees to H1. This habitat has low habitat 

distinctiveness, good habitat condition, medium ecological connectivity and is within an 

area formally identified in local strategy. On this basis, we calculate that the hedge has 

a value of 0.53 HRUs. 

4.13. There is one other hedge identified in the AIA, H2. The BNGA ignores this feature. This 

comprises hazel, field maple and hawthorn species with average stem diameters of 5 

cm and average dimensions of 3 metres high and 2.5. metres wide. We estimate that 

the feature is 0.03 kilometres (30 metres) long.10 We have classified it as BDM Native 

Hedgerow with low habitat distinctiveness, good habitat condition, medium ecological 

connectivity and within an area formally identified in local strategy. On this basis, we 

calculate that the hedge has a value of 0.23 HRUs. 

4.14. We have assigned the balance of the baseline analysis of the site to the BDM categories 

Grassland - modified grassland (0.57 ha) and Urban - developed land; sealed surface 

(0.32 ha) to give 1.31 and 0.00 HUs respectively. 

 
7 Application document 20_01930_F-ARBORICULTURAL_IMPACT_ASSESSMENT-2590867.pdf. 
8 The AIA only identifies one, H1. 
9 BDM requires all linear habitats to be reported in kilometres, accurate to two decimal places. 
10 Measured using Google Earth measuring tools. 
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4.15. In some places the Urban - developed land; sealed surface category areas extend under 

the canopy of nearby trees. Because Urban - developed land; sealed surface areas are 

assigned zero habitat value, we have deducted those areas which we estimate overlap 

with tree canopy. In this way, the whole 1.24 hectares of the site is included in the 

baseline analysis. This gives a combined on-site baseline habitat value of 4.85 HUs and 

0.76 HRUs.  

4.16. The appellant’s proposal will provide 2.73 HU and 1.70 HRU. This still leaves a shortfall 

of 2.12 BU. Adding a Net Gain of 10%,11 we calculate that the biodiversity needed to 

replace the proposed biodiversity shortfall is 2.33 HUs (2.12 HUs + 10%).  

4.17. As the appellant seeks to offset tree loss with proposals for replacement tree planting 

under BTRS, we argue that the 2.33 BU shortfall should be wholly offset by new tree 

planting. This is equivalent to 1.00 hectare of BDM Woodland and forest - Other 

woodland; broadleaved category trees. 

4.18. Enough trees would need to be planted to provide 1.00 hectare of canopy cover in 30 

years – the Time-to-target period.12 On the basis that a Select Standard tree with a stem 

diameter of 3.5 cm planted today will provide 13.6 square metres of canopy in 30 years, 

we calculate13 that 737 standard-sized trees would need to be planted. Alternatively, a 

woodland setting planting with whips or feathers planted three metres apart to cover 

the 1.00 hectares would be needed. 

4.19. The appellant plans to plant 46 trees14 on site as part of its landscaping proposal.15 Based 

on our calculations, this would provide only 0.06 hectares of canopy cover after 30 years, 

a shortfall of 0.94 hectares on the area needed to achieve 10% biodiversity Net Gain. 

 

  

 
11 The percentage Net Gain value proposed in the Environment Bill 2020. 
12 Time-to-target is a Temporal factor - the time from commencement until the target condition will be reached. 
13 Based on the annual growth rate data analysed in the All Locations Data set out in Table 4 of Vaz Monteiro et al 
2017 - Urban Tree Growth Rates - https://bristoltreeforum.files.wordpress.com/2021/01/vaz-monteiro-et-al-2017-
urban-tree-growth-rates.pdf. 
14 There is a planting schedule annexed to the Biodiversity Net Gain Assessment, but it is too indistinct to read. 
15 Paragraph 5.5 of the AIA. 
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5. Conclusion 

5.1. The Secretary of State particularly wishes to be informed inter alia about ‘the extent 

to which the proposed development is consistent with the development plan for the 

area’; and ‘any other matters the Inspector considers relevant’ (d and e above). 

5.2. Paragraph 175 of the NPPF states: 

When determining planning applications, local planning authorities should apply the 

following principles:  

a) if significant harm to biodiversity resulting from a development cannot be avoided 

(through locating on an alternative site with less harmful impacts), permission 

should be refused… 

c) development resulting in the loss or deterioration of irreplaceable habitats (such as 

ancient woodland and ancient or veteran trees) should be refused, unless there are 

wholly exceptional reasons and a suitable compensation strategy exists. 

d) development whose primary objective is to conserve or enhance biodiversity should 

be supported; while opportunities to incorporate biodiversity improvements in and 

around developments should be encouraged, especially where this can secure 

measurable net gains for biodiversity. 

5.3. The Bristol Core Strategy policy BCS9 requires that: 

The integrity and connectivity of the strategic green infrastructure network will be 

maintained, protected and enhanced. Opportunities to extend the coverage and 

connectivity of the existing strategic green infrastructure network should be taken. 

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

development. Loss of green infrastructure will only be acceptable where it is allowed 

for as part of an adopted Development Plan Document or is necessary, on balance, 

to achieve the policy aims of the Core Strategy. Appropriate mitigation of the lost 

green infrastructure assets will be required. 

Development should incorporate new and/or enhanced green infrastructure of an 

appropriate type, standard and size. Where on-site provision of green infrastructure 

is not possible, contributions will be sought to make appropriate provision for green 

infrastructure off site. 
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5.4. This proposal, as currently formulated, fails to meet either of these requirements and 

therefore should be refused.  

5.5. If nonetheless, the Secretary of State is minded to allow this appeal, then the Net Gain 

principles set out in NPPF (8 c), 174 b) & 175 d)), DM15 - Multifunctional Green 

Infrastructure Assets and DM17: Development Involving Existing Green Infrastructure 

(appendix 1) should be applied to ensure that there is sufficient Net Gain provision (we 

say at least 10%) both on and, if necessary, off site to compensate for the loss of 

biodiversity caused by the development.  
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Appendix 1 - Bristol Development Framework Core Strategies 

Policy BCS6 

Countryside and other open land around the existing built-up areas of the city will be 

safeguarded by maintaining the current extent of the Green Belt. 

Land within the Green Belt will be protected from inappropriate development as set out in 

national planning policy. 

Proposals for urban extensions in the Green Belt beyond Bristol City Council’s boundaries may 

emerge through the development plans of neighbouring authorities. If appropriate proposals 

come forward the council will continue to work with the adjoining authorities to consider the 

impact on existing areas, to assess infrastructure requirements and to ensure integrated and 

well-planned communities are created to the benefit of existing and future residents. 

Policy BCS9 

The integrity and connectivity of the strategic green infrastructure network will be maintained, 

protected and enhanced. Opportunities to extend the coverage and connectivity of the existing 

strategic green infrastructure network should be taken. 

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

development. Loss of green infrastructure will only be acceptable where it is allowed for as 

part of an adopted Development Plan Document or is necessary, on balance, to achieve the 

policy aims of the Core Strategy. Appropriate mitigation of the lost green infrastructure assets 

will be required. 

Development should incorporate new and/or enhanced green infrastructure of an appropriate 

type, standard and size. Where on-site provision of green infrastructure is not possible, 

contributions will be sought to make appropriate provision for green infrastructure off site. 

Open Space 

Open spaces which are important for recreation, leisure and community use, townscape and 

landscape quality and visual amenity will be protected. 

Some areas of open space may be released, through the development plan process, for 

appropriate development where: 
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▪ They are no longer important for recreation, leisure and community use, townscape and 

landscape quality and visual amenity; 

▪ Development of all or part of an open space would result in improved urban form or an 

enhancement to existing open space areas. 

New development should incorporate, or contribute towards, the provision of an appropriate 

level and quality of open space. 

Biological and Geological Conservation 

Internationally important nature conservation sites are subject to statutory protection. 

National and local sites of biological and geological conservation importance will be protected 

having regard to the hierarchy of designations and the potential for appropriate mitigation. The 

extent to which a development would contribute to the achievement of wider objectives of the 

Core Strategy will be carefully considered when assessing their impact on biological and 

geological conservation. 

Where development would have an impact on the Bristol Wildlife Network it should ensure that 

the integrity of the network is maintained or strengthened. 

Site Allocations and Development Management Policies Local Plan 

DM15 (extract) 

Multifunctional Green Infrastructure Assets  

New green infrastructure assets will be expected to be designed and located to maximise the 

range of green infrastructure functions and benefits achieved, wherever practicable and viable.  

Strategic Green Infrastructure Network  

New or enhanced green infrastructure assets will be expected to take any reasonable 

opportunities to connect to, or enhance, the existing Strategic Green Infrastructure Network.  

Trees  

The provision of additional and/or improved management of existing trees will be expected as 

part of the landscape treatment of new development.  

The design, size, species and placement of trees provided as part of the landscape treatment 

will be expected to take practicable opportunities to:  
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i. Connect the development site to the Strategic Green Infrastructure Network, and/or 

Bristol Wildlife Network; and  

ii. Assist in reducing or mitigating run-off and flood risk on the development site; and  

iii. Assist in providing shade and shelter to address urban cooling; and  

iv. Create a strong framework of street trees to enclose or mitigate the visual impact of a 

development. 

Policy DM17: Development Involving Existing Green Infrastructure 

Trees  

All new development should integrate important existing trees.  

Development which would result in the loss of Ancient Woodland, Aged trees or Veteran trees 

will not be permitted.  

Where tree loss or damage is essential to allow for appropriate development, replacement trees 

of an appropriate species should be provided, in accordance with the tree compensation 

standard below: 

 

Policy DM19: Development and Nature Conservation 

Development which would be likely to have any impact upon habitat, species or features, which 

contribute to nature conservation in Bristol will be expected to:  

i. Be informed by an appropriate survey and assessment of impacts; and  
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ii. Be designed and sited, in so far as practicably and viably possible, to avoid any harm to 

identified habitats, species and features of importance; and  

iii. Take opportunities to connect any identified on-site habitats, species or features to 

nearby corridors in the Wildlife Network.  

Where loss of nature conservation value would arise development will be expected to provide 

mitigation on-site and where this is not possible provide mitigation off-site. Development on or 

adjacent to sites of nature conservation value will be expected to enhance the site’s nature 

conservation value through the design and placement of any green infrastructure provided. 

Sites of Nature Conservation Interest  

Development which would have a harmful impact on the nature conservation value of a Site of 

Nature Conservation Interest will not be permitted.  

Wildlife Corridors  

Development which would have a harmful impact on the connectivity and function of sites in 

Wildlife Corridors will only be permitted where the loss in connectivity, or function, of an 

existing Wildlife Corridor is mitigated in line with the following hierarchy:  

a.  Creation of a new wildlife corridor within the development site;  

b.  Enhancement of an existing corridor or creation of a new corridor off-site to maintain the 

connectivity of the Bristol Wildlife Network.  
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Appendix 2 – The Planning Obligations Supplementary Planning Document 

Trees - Policy Background  

The justification for requiring obligations in respect of new or compensatory tree planting is 

set out in Policies BCS9 and BCS11 of the Council’s Core Strategy.  

Trigger for Obligation 

Obligations in respect of trees will be required where either:  

• New planting is required on public land to mitigate the impact of a development, or  

• Where trees covered by categories A, B and C of BS 5837 (Trees in relation to construction) 

are felled as part of a development, and replacement planting is required on public land. 

Tree planting will either take place on open ground or in areas of hard standing such as 

pavements.  

Where planting can take place directly into open ground the contribution will be lower than 

where the planting is in areas of hard standing. This is due to the need to plant trees located 

in areas of hard standing in an engineered tree pit.  

All tree planting on public land is to be undertaken by the council to ensure a consistent 

approach and level of quality, and to reduce the likelihood of new tree stock failing to survive.  

Level of Contribution  

The contribution covers the cost of providing the tree pit (where appropriate), purchasing, 

planting, protecting, establishing and initially maintaining the new tree. The level of 

contribution is as follows:  

Tree in open ground (no tree pit required) £765.21  

Tree in hard standing (tree pit required) £3,318.88  

The “open ground” figure will apply in the following circumstances:  
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• Where development results in the loss of Council owned trees in open ground.  

• Where development results in the loss of trees on the development site, and is unable to 

provide replacement tree planting on site. 

In both these cases the Council will provide replacement tree planting in the nearest 

appropriate area of open space.  

The “hard standing” figure will apply in the following circumstances:  

• Where development results in the loss of Council owned trees in areas of hard standing.  

• Where new tree planting in hard standing is required to mitigate the impact of 

development (for example street trees required as part of highway improvements).  

In the first of these cases the council will locate replacement tree planting in areas of hard 

standing as close as reasonably practical to the development site; and in the second of these 

cases the Council will implement tree planting in specific locations identified through the 

planning approval process. 

The number of trees required to compensate for loss of existing trees depends upon the size of 

the trees to be lost. This is set out in the following table: 

Trunk Diameter of Tree 

lost to development 

(cm measured at 1.5 

metres above ground 

level) 

Number of 

Replacement 

Trees 

Less than 15 0 ‐ 1 

15 ‐ 19.9 1 

20 ‐ 29.9 2 

30 ‐ 39.9 3 
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Trunk Diameter of Tree 

lost to development 

(cm measured at 1.5 

metres above ground 

level) 

Number of 

Replacement 

Trees 

40 ‐ 49.9 4 

50 ‐ 59.9 5 

60 ‐ 69.9 6 

70 ‐ 79.9 7 

80 + 8 
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Appendix 3 - Arboricultural Impact Assessment survey analysis 

Trees surveyed: 94 (plus one hedge) 

Trees to remove: 48 

Total RPA (m^2): 4,849 

Total TCC (m^2): 3,504 

TCC to remove (m^2): 963 

Ref 

Stem 

Diameter 

(cm) 

BS:5837 

Radius 

(m) 

(12xDBH) 

RPA 

(m^2) 

Average 

Crown 

Radius 

(m) 

Tree 

Count 

TCC 

(m^2) 

Trees to 

Remove  

TCC 

Removed 

(m^2) 

T1 32 3.84 46.32 3.13 1 30.68 0 0.00 

T2 50 6.00 113.10 5.13 1 82.52 0 0.00 

T3 47 5.64 99.93 5.63 1 99.40 0 0.00 

T4 57 6.84 146.98 6.75 1 143.14 0 0.00 

T5 59 7.08 157.48 6.88 1 148.49 0 0.00 

T6 52 6.24 122.33 5.38 1 90.76 0 0.00 

T7 23 2.76 23.93 3.38 1 35.78 1 35.78 

T8 16 1.92 11.58 2.25 1 15.90 1 15.90 

T9 81 9.72 296.81 8.13 1 207.39 1 207.39 

T10 21 2.52 19.95 3.25 1 33.18 0 0.00 

T11 80 9.60 289.53 4.50 1 63.62 0 0.00 

T12 60 7.20 162.86 3.13 1 30.68 0 0.00 

T13 40 4.80 72.38 5.13 1 82.52 1 82.52 

T14 73 8.76 241.08 7.63 1 182.65 1 182.65 

T15 63 7.56 179.55 4.00 1 50.27 1 50.27 

T16 49 5.88 108.62 3.50 1 38.48 0 0.00 

T17 29 3.48 38.05 3.25 1 33.18 0 0.00 
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Ref 

Stem 

Diameter 

(cm) 

BS:5837 

Radius 

(m) 

(12xDBH) 

RPA 

(m^2) 

Average 

Crown 

Radius 

(m) 

Tree 

Count 

TCC 

(m^2) 

Trees to 

Remove  

TCC 

Removed 

(m^2) 

T18 31 3.72 43.47 2.63 1 21.65 1 21.65 

T19 48 5.76 104.23 5.25 1 86.59 1 86.59 

T20 19 2.28 16.33 3.25 1 33.18 1 33.18 

T21 79 9.48 282.34 7.33 1 168.95 1 168.95 

T22 52 6.24 122.33 6.00 1 113.10 0 0.00 

T23 86 10.32 334.59 9.50 1 283.53 0 0.00 

T24 37 4.44 61.93 2.75 1 23.76 0 0.00 

T25 42 5.04 79.80 5.38 1 90.76 0 0.00 

T26 58 6.96 152.18 7.25 1 165.13 0 0.00 

G1 20 2.40 54.29 2.50 3 58.90 0 0.00 

G2 40 4.80 361.91 5.00 5 392.70 0 0.00 

G3 20 2.40 72.38 2.50 4 78.54 4 78.54 

G4 28 3.36 70.93 4.00 2 100.53 0 0.00 

G5 16 1.92 57.91 2.00 5 62.83 0 0.00 

G6 33 3.96 98.53 5.50 2 190.07 0 0.00 

G7 31 3.72 86.95 4.50 2 127.23 0 0.00 

G8 38 4.56 718.58 2.00 11 138.23 0 0.00 

H1 30 3.60   0.50 34 0.50 34 26.70 

H2 5 0.60      0.00 0 0.00 
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Appendix 4 

Arboricultural Planning Officer’s Comments 

08 July 2020 Comment 

I have reviewed the supporting documentation and have the following comments. 

The supporting arboricultural report is a preliminary trees survey and implication assessment, 
it does not contain an Arboricultural Method Statement (AMS) and therefore there is insufficient 
information to make a full assessment of the proposed from an arboricultural perspective. An 
AMS is a validation list require for a development of this size and therefore the application 
should not of been validated; this is also a requirement of DM17.  

An AMS needs to be provided prior to consent.  

The general principle of the development is reasonable however the proposed seeks to remove 
a majority of the most visible and high quality trees on site many of them being category B 
trees. The preliminary arboricultural report provides a number of loss reasons for the trees 
removal, mainly subjective, with little evidential reasoning. Trees 9, 18, 19, 20 & 21 are the 
most visible single trees; all but T20 are category B trees and therefore this seem excessive. 
T9 provides a high quality visual amenity on and off site and appears to have sufficient merit 
to warrant a tree preservation order (TPO). This will not be made at this time due to full 
planning consent overriding a TPO.  

H1 is a large Leyland cypress hedge identified for removal. No BTRS calculations or mitigation 
measures have been considered or presented at this time. I would need to make a site visit to 
assess the extent of mitigation required.  

The proposed site layout and landscape plan appears to improve the current cluster of buildings 
and tarmac surfaces that covers the northern end of the site at this time. 

I currently object to the proposed on the grounds of insufficient information required in 
accordance with DM17 and the validation list requirements, section 23. Once this additional 
information has been received I will be able to provide you with an objective view of the 
proposed and final comments and conditions that would be necessary if you are minded to 
consent the proposed.  

Regards  

Matt Bennett  
Arboricultural Officer (Planning) City Design Group  
Growth and Regeneration 
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21 September 2020 Comment 

Following on from my previous comments below I have reviewed the additional supporting 
documentation.  

The landscape architect has provided a document relating to the removal of H1 a line of 34 
Leyland cypress that create a screen on the south western end of the site and advises that 
mitigation is not required for a hedge. Although this has been categorised as a hedge it is still 
a line of 34 trees that have been allowed to grow to early maturity. In respect of the Planning 
obligation SPD – Tree Replacement standard the removal of the trees require mitigation. The 
supporting document states the diameter of the trees ranges from 260 – 460mm stem diameter; 
I’m willing to accept all of the trees as 260mm and therefore 68 additional replacement trees 
are required of a financial contribution of £52,034.28. The original calculation required 18 
replacements 15 of which are proposed and therefore and additional £2,295.63 and a total 
financial contribution of £54,329.91. I would prefer to see a greater retention of Category B 
amenity trees and a greater level of replacement planting on site.  

Without the mitigation being address the application does not fulfil the criteria set out in DM17: 
Development Involving Existing Green Infrastructure  

Trees  

• All new development should integrate important existing trees  

• Development which would result in the loss of ancient woodland, aged trees or veteran 
trees will not be permitted.  

• Where tree loss or damage is essential to allow for appropriate development, replacement 
trees of an appropriate species should be provided, in accordance with the tree 
compensation standard.  

We cannot remove the mitigation requirement for the removal of the line of Leyland cypress, 
if the applicant wishes to make there objection at committee and allow committee to decide 
I’m happy for this to take place on the understand that a financial contribution of £54,329.91 
is payable prior to the decision notice being realised if committee agree with my application of 
the policy.  

The current proposal seeks to remove a total of 44 trees and only proposes 15 replacements. 
This does not fulfil the criteria set out in DM15: Green infrastructure provision.  

Trees  

The provision of additional and/or improved management of existing tree will be expected as 
part of the landscape treatment of new development.  

The design, size, species and placement of trees provided as part of the landscape treatment 
will be expected to take practicable opportunities to:  
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I. Connect the development site to the strategic green infrastructure network, and/or Bristol 
Wildlife Network.  

II. Assist in reducing or mitigating run-off and flood risk on the development site.  

III. Assist in providing shade and shelter to address urban cooling.  

IV. Create a strong framework of street trees to enclose or mitigate the visual impact of the 
development. 

I object to the removal of the high quality amenity trees T9, 18, 19, 20 & 21 stated in my 
previous comments; the justification for removing these high quality amenity features is 
insufficient.  

T9 sycamore – Branch removal wound suggest the possibility of a decay cavity in the stem. No 
internal investigations have been undertaken to verify the possibility. This is an important 
Category B, amenity tree that requires better justification for removal.  

T9 Sycamore – an obvious amenity tree that warrants retention or a greater level of 
investigation to assess the condition of the trees internal structure.  

T18, T19 & T21 – Clear amenity trees on the front curtilage of the site. The arboricultural report 
states these are small trees that can easily be replaced. The trees are all early mature specimen 
with that provide a clear contribution to the proposed development. T21 Willow has been 
periodically managed by pollarding for over 20 years. The suggested removal of this tree due 
to maintenance costs is inappropriate.  

The site is located between the City Docks and Bower Ashton conservation area a greater level 
of retention of high quality amenity tree needs to be addressed.  

I maintain my objection to the proposed due to the overzealous removal of high quality Category 
“B” trees that provide a significant amenity contribution to the site with a limited replanting 
contribution that does not fulfil planning policy DM15 The provision of additional and/or 
improved management of existing tree will be expected as part of the landscape treatment of 
new development. The refusal to meet Planning Obligations – Tree Replacement mitigation 
standards in accordance with DM17. DM15 and DM17 support Bristol Core Strategy 9 in which 
green infrastructure is an important material consideration to any new development.  

If you need any further information please let me know.  

Matt Bennett  
Arboricultural Officer (Planning) City Design Group  
Growth and Regeneration 
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02 October 2020 Comment 

Final comments prior to committee, now that a full set of supporting documents have been 
provided.  

Refusal of 2016 application – 16/03774/F  

The applicant only provided a preliminary tree survey and constraints plan, I request a full set 
of documents on 3rd October 2016. These were never provided and therefore my involvement 
was not progressed, and the tree related issues were never addressed during this application 
and therefore did not form part of the refusal notice for this application. Although this 
application was refused in reality it should never of [sic] been validated due to insufficient 
documentation in accordance with section 23 of the Validation list requirements.  

I have addressed this point during the current application and insisted on being provided the 
correct documentation to be able to assess the proposed. The arboricultural documentation 
has been provided throughout the assessment period and were not provided at the initial 
application stage as is required in accordance with the section 23 of the Validation list.  

Current application 20/01930/F  

Conservation areas  

The southern third of the former Police Dog and Horse Training Ground is located with the 
Bower Ashton Conservation area and the City Docks conservation area run parallel with the 
eastern boundary.  

Green Infrastructure Network  

The site is in a key location within the Bristol Green Infrastructure Network namely:  

22, Ashton Court link to Long Ashton  

23, Ashton Court link to West  

24, Avon Gorge corridor to Severn Estuary SSSI/ SPA/ Ramsar site  

These link across the city along the river network and new cut with;  

12, River Avon Link to Kingswood via Stradbrook/Magpie Bottom  

13, River Avon corridor to Keynsham.  

The site is also at the southern end of “The Gorge” Valuable Urban Landscape  

DM15: Green Infrastructure Provision  
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Sets out the requirements of Bristol Core Strategy 9  

Strategic Green Infrastructure Network  

New or enhanced green infrastructure assets will be expected to take any reasonable 
opportunities to connect to, or enhance, the existing Strategic Green Infrastructure Network.  

Green infrastructure – Sustainability statement  

Where new or enhanced green infrastructure is proposed as part of a development, a 
sustainability statement should be submitted at the same time as the application, with as 
separate section on green infrastructure provision.  

Trees  

Where trees are provided or subject to improved management, the sustainability statements 
green infrastructure section should contain:  

• A site plan showing the location and species of any trees provided or subject to 
improvement as part of the development.  

There are 7 ash trees (T1, T5, T10, T22, T23, T25 & T26) and 2 groups (G3 & G4) of ash on site 
all of these trees are proposed for retention accept G3 which is category U (BS5837:2012) and 
therefore exempt from mitigation.  

Ash dieback (Hymenoscyphus fraxineus) is a virulent disease which is affecting ash trees across 
the country and has a mortality rate of 80-95%. The disease was first identified in Bristol in 
2015 and has become wide-spread within the ash population. Infected trees have a safe useful 
life expectancy of less than 5 years from the first signs of infection. G3 are showing early signs 
of defoliation within the northern canopy and therefore the disease is present on site; this is 
not un-expected due to the prevalence of the disease across the country, however, the loss of 
all of the ash trees on site is expected in the short term which will significantly change the 
appearance shortly after development is completed.  

• T22 Is proposed as the main entrance tree following the proposed removal of T21.  

• T23, T25, T26, G3 & G4 form the vast majority of boundary trees on the southern portion 
of the site. The visual amenity of this aspect within the Bower Ashton Conservation Area 
is likely to change significantly in the short term.  

• T1, T5 & T10 are located at the northern end of the site amongst a number of other trees, 
their loss would not adversely affect the outward appearance of the site and would be 
consider a negligible loss.  

Considering the high potential for losing all of these trees in the short term the sustainability 
of these existing green infrastructure assets has not been addressed within the application 
process.  

 

Proposed Loss of key green infrastructure assets  
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Trees T18, T19, T20 & T21 are located within the grass verge between the back of the footway 
and the current site boundary. Three of the four trees are category B trees and should be 
considered a material consideration to the proposed; all of the trees have been identified for 
removal.  

I accept not all trees can be retained and considering the proposal I accept the removal of trees 
T18, T20 & T21 to facilitate the proposed.  

• T19 is an early mature birch tree that provides a significant amenity contribution to the 
site when viewed from Clanage road. It is native and therefore provides nature 
conservation value and maturity to the proposed. It has been identified for removal due 
to the proposed Warden Compound. Neither the trees canopy spread, or Root Protection 
Area (RPA) are affected by the proposed development of the wardens compound and 
therefore I object to the proposed removal; the tree must be retained, protected and 
arboricultural methodologies implemented to secure the trees retention as a key green 
infrastructure asset. 

T9 Sycamore is a large mature specimen that provides a significant visual amenity to the 
northern portion of the site. As a naturalised species the tree has nature conservation as well 
and amenity value due to the volume of edible biomass in the form of aphids that helps support 
wildlife. The tree invertebrate population is not species rich but provides a significant wildlife 
benefit.  

The arboricultural report records the stem diameter of T9 at 810mm this translates to a girth 
measurement of 255cm. The Ancient Tree Forum Chart below provides guidance relating to the 
age and development classification of ancient trees. With a girth of 255cm the sycamore is 
categorised as a “locally notable” specimen. The tree is therefore an aged specimen of note.  

Figure 2: Ancient tree form chart of girth in relation to age and development classification of 
trees. 

 

The chart has been adapted to provide stem diameters for ease of use.  
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National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)  

15. Conserving and enhancing the natural environment.  

175. When determining planning applications, local planning authorities should apply the 
following principles:  

• Development resulting in the loss or deterioration of irreplaceable habitats (such as 
ancient woodland and ancient or veteran trees) should be refused, unless there are wholly 
exceptional reasons and a suitable compensation strategy exists. 

DM17: Development Involving Existing Green Infrastructure  

Trees  

All new development should integrate important existing trees.  

Development which would result in the loss of Ancient woodland, Aged trees or Veteran trees 
will not be permitted.  

T9 is clearly a high quality green infrastructure asset that is worthy of a tree preservation order. 
The reason for removal is due to the pitch. The spacing between Pitches 10 & 11 have been 
modified to accommodate trees T16 & T17 I therefore see no reason not to accommodate T9 in 
the same way.  

DM17: Development Involving Existing Green Infrastructure.  

Bristol Core Strategy 9 (BCS9) Seeks to conserve existing green infrastructure assets; where the 
loss of green infrastructure is acceptable mitigation for the loss is addressed with DM17.  

The proposed seeks to remove 9 individual trees, 1 group and a line of 34 trees forming a linear 
feature on the south western corner of the site. I object to the removal of T9 & T19 and 
therefore I have presented the mitigation figures for the separately.  

The mitigation required to facilitate the proposed (Excluding Trees T9 & T19) is 74 trees of a 
pro rata financial contribution of 74 X 765.21 = £56,625.54 (Including T9 & T19 = 86 x 765.21 = 
£65,808.06)  

The proposed Detailed Landscape Plan identifies 54 replacement trees. If conditioned the final 
financial contribution is £15,304.20 or if committee allow the proposal in its current form losing 
T( & T19 the final contribution is £24,486.72.  

I strongly object to the proposed due to the loss of age trees and important green infrastructure 
assets in accordance with the National Planning Policy Framework (175) and DM17: 
Development  

Involving Existing Green Infrastructure; the lack of a Green Infrastructure - Sustainability 
Statement to address the loss of ash in the short term that will significant change the character 
and appearance of the southern section of the site within the Bower Ashton Conservation area 
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in accordance with DM15: Green Infrastructure Provision.  

Matt Bennett  
Arboricultural Officer (Planning) City Design Group  
Growth and Regeneration 
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