
Planning

Memo

To:
Anthony Scholes, Planning
From:
Sarah Hanson, Natural Environment Officer, Planning 

CC:
 

Date:
14 May 2024
Re:
Consultation on an Application
Application No: 231661/FUL
Address: Thames Lido, Kings Meadow Road
Proposal: Extension of existing dedicated Lido Car Park
With reference to the Arboricultural Impact Assessment, Ref: TL/0414/AIA/01, dated 24 April 2024 from David Gardner Arboriculture:
3.3.1 confirms that: ‘A total of 9 individual trees and 4 groups of trees were surveyed, of which 3 are of high quality (A category), 7 are of moderate quality (B category) and 3 are of low quality (C category)’.
Table 2 in 5.1, along with 5.1.1 & 5.1.2 confirm that 6 stems from a group of trees (G7 – C category) will need to be removed to facilitate development and that new hard surfacing will be within the RPA of 4 individual trees (T3 Norway maple, T4 Norway maple, T5 Alder & T6 Alder – category B).  The remainder of section 5 discusses the acceptability of the incursions (percentage not stated) as being acceptable on the basis of the degree of incursion and use of no-dig hard surfacing.  

However, the degree of incursion is not stated, as would be expected.  I note that the RPAs of the trees T3, T4, T5 & T6 has not been offset to account for the park (field being a more favourable environment than the adjacent car park) despite the AIA discussing this BS recommendation in 4.3.  If this is done, the incursion for the new car park will be greater than whatever the author deems it to be at the moment.
It is worth commenting on the trees to be removed.  G7 is the group (double avenue) of Dawyck Beech planted either side of the path from the car park to the Lido as part of the landscaping for the original permission.  The survey confirms they are in good physiological and structural condition with 40+ years remaining. As a group there are a notable feature and will become a landscape feature of greater significance as they mature (get bigger).  I suspect their C category rating is based on their current size and doesn’t really reflect their value as a group.
In my opinion, the report downplays their value - 6.2 states: ‘The trees to be felled are of low individual or collective value and their loss will  not  affect  the  character  of  the  local  area  over  the  long-term, provided replacement plantings are included as part of a landscaping scheme’.  The felling removes the southern section of this avenue.
A comparison of the Tree Constraints Plan and Tree Protection plan shows the impact of the development and confirms the trees to be removed:
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However, I note the TPP only shows 4 trees to be removed (circled in green above), whereas the report indicated 6. I note that Site Plan N indicates the ‘relocation’ of the above 4 Beech (as oposed to removal); showing 2 of these relocated, albeit the relocated positions appear to be in the location of two existing Beech, when looking at the Tree Contraints plan – clarity is required.

In addition, ‘relocation’ is not discussed within the AIA, as I would have expect to comment on the practicality and likely success of this.  A method statement for the relocation should have been provided, if indeed it is intended.
Site plan N and two proposed relocated Beech is shown below:
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I note the areas of proposed cellular confinement system (no-dig surfacing) and would suggest that arbitrarily following the RPA is not the most feasible option as it’s best to install the CCS in the sections provided.  In addition, given the higher level created by the CCS, marrying this with adjacent hard surfacing will be more difficult if installed only where currently shown.  It is more feasible to extend the CCS outside the RPA to an appropriate extent that is implementable. 
In relation to mitigation, the Site plan indicates 6 new Alder trees and some Beech hedging.  6 new trees may be neutral or a gain in terms of tree number once clarity on removals is required.  I assume Alder (species not confirmed in survey or planting proposal) has been chosen to match existing, albeit the exact existing species would have to be confirmed in order to match.  In any case,  whilst I appreciate the reason for the choice, it would be preferable to include new species here – more Alders makes the tree line more vulnerable to loss as a whole if pest and diseases affect the species or genus.  In line with the aims of our tree strategy, species should be either native or wildlife friendly, and given the adjacent parking, should be chosen to limit nuisance factors.
Final landscaping can be secured by pre-commencement condition, however, if the applicant wishes to avoid this, a landscape plan should be provided prior to a decision clearing stating species, stock sizes, tree pit specifications and a maintenance programme covering 5 years.

Currently, the application is not supported due to the lack of clarity, as discussed above.
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