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The plane ‘introduced among us from a foreign clime for nothing but its shade’.1 

There are 28 trees, all growing in hard standing, on the proposed development site. All but 
three of them plane trees. The Council is their custodian on behalf of the citizens of Bristol – 
these trees belong to us. 

As well as having obvious public amenity value, these trees also provide important ecoservices: 
they provide nearly 6,000 sq. feet of canopy cover to shade us, mitigate rainfall and absorb 
pollution. Over the last 60 years or so they have also sequestered the equivalent of over 200 
tonnes of carbon. If these trees are saved, they will continue to do so, even as our city grows 
hotter and suffers more and more extreme weather events. If they are lost, we estimate that 
some 336 new street trees2 will need to be planted to replace them in order to provide these 
lost ecoservices once they reach maturity, which will take at least 30 years. Sadly, there is 
little realistic hope that this will happen. 

The developer says that 10 of these trees need to be removed because they are in the way. 
four more will be or have already been removed3 because they are alleged to be causing damage 
to nearby ancient ruins – St-Mary-le-Port Church and a mediaeval cellar. However, no evidence 
has been produced to support this. 

Planning policy DM17, derived from Core Strategy Policy BCS9, states that ‘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...’ 

In our view there is no need to remove any of these trees. The development can be built around 
them. There is certainly no excuse the remove the three trees alleged to be damaging ancient 
structures. 

We do not accept the applicant’s Biodiversity Net Gain calculation, yet the Council has been 
given no reason to show why it prefers the applicant’s calculation over ours. This controversy 
should not be ignored. 

The developer’s proposal to mitigate the loss of these trees by planting new trees offsite is 
unviable and unrealistic because there are no suitable alternative sites nearby. This application 
should be refused because it fails to comply with planning policies BCS9 & DM17. 

 
1 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Platanus_orientalis 
2 The calculation is based on the DBH’s of each of the 14 trees being removed and replaced by Prunus avium street 
trees which will replace the CO2e lost at the end of 30 years - https://bristoltrees.space/trees/tree-
benefits/interactive.xq? 
3 One tree was felled by the Council last year, though the applicant has agreed to compensate for this anyway – 
see page 289 of the Design & Access Statement. 

Onsite Trees Tree Count 
Sequestered 
CO2e (tonne) 

Tree Canopy 
Cover (sq. m) 

BNG Habitat 
Area (sq. m) 

On site 28 206 5,925 2,696 

To remove 14 90 2,653 968 

% lost 50% 44% 45% 36% 

Small (10 cm) trees needed to replace lost CO2e after 30 years 336 
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Oral Statement to Committee 

You will have read our statements and, I hope, seen the answers to our questions. 

And no doubt, you’ll have diligently scrutinised the many documents, drawings, and 

images which the applicant has submitted, as well as the many comments – for and 

against - that have been made by both experts and lay people – including ours. 

There is no space nearby where more trees might easily be planted and, even if they 

were, it would take decades to replace what will be lost if these trees are removed – 

if it ever is. If there is no realistic prospect of replacing these trees, then DM 17 makes 

it clear that approval cannot be given. 

The building these trees were planted to adorn has fallen into ruins. If we allow them, 

these trees are likely to see this latest proposal (if realised) also fall to ruins to be 

swept away and replaced. 

I also remind you of the declarations recently made in this very chamber of climate 

and ecological emergencies and of our commitments to become carbon neutral before 

2030, to double tree canopy over the next 24 years and to protect our open green 

spaces. Trees are already being lost at an alarming rate. Ash Die Back is going to 

accelerate this trend even more. 

Declaring an ‘Emergency’ means we must act now, not tomorrow. 

If not now, when? 

If not you, who? 
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