


Planning
Memo
To:	Anthony Scholes, Planning
From:	Andrei Nazare, Natural Environment Officer, Planning  
Date:	7th June 2024
Re:	Consultation on an APC
Application No: 240217
Address: 8 Kelmscott Close
Proposal: Application for discharge of conditions 5, 6, 7 included in the decision to application ref. 211021
I will leave assessment of criteria for discharging conditions 6 and 7 to your consideration.
Condition 5 (AMS)
During the application process Natural Environment comments on 23rd August 2021 stated: ‘it has been confirmed since previous planning application (200102) on this site that a number of trees have been removed – the area immediate to the proposed development’s footprint (front of the site) has been cleared of trees.’ This is corroborated by recent Google maps satellite imagery, which indicates there are no trees on site except those along the boundaries.
On the same occasion, our comments clearly requested the site specific matters that should be included in any future AMS:
· Timing and methods of removing the shed near the western boundary (within a protected Lebanon Cedar tree’s Root Protection Area). Timing is important as the shed sits within a Construction Exclusion Zone defined by temporary tree protection fencing.
· Specifications for the neighbouring protected Lebanon Cedar’s RPA – RPA radius in metres must be stated to aid with accurate installation of the TP fencing.
· Tree protection fencing directly abutting the west elevation of the proposed building is unrealistic as it leaves no room for construction activity/logistics (i.e. scaffolding). It might be necessary to reduce the extent of tree protection fencing and add a ground protection area along this side of the building.
· A large Cherry tree is growing on the grass verge on the front of the property. Construction site operations or logistics (parking, materials storage or delivery) could have a detrimental impact to this street tree if proper considerations are not taken.
With reference to the Arboricultural Impact Assessment Report Ref. AC/BCT-1/440.AIA by BC Trees Limited revised 5 June 2024, the following are noted:
This report does not address any of the points above or does so inaccurately:
· On page 26 it provides an outdated Tree Schedule and existing trees layout plan; on the same page, it draws the T3 Lebanon Cedar (T19 of TPO 4/19) RPA’s as 12m next to a note stating the tree’s diameter (measured at 1.5m AGL) is 1200mm. However, BS5837 2012 paragraph 4.6 defines the RPA radius as equal to 12 times the stem diameter. This means the Lebanon Cedar’s RPA radius should be 1.2m x 12 = 14.4m
· The report provides the same Proposed Site Plan Drg. No. 3648/305 Rev A submitted during application stage to serve as, I assume, a Tree Protection Plan (note comments above on fencing feasibility).
· The report talks extensively about the rear of the site (part of the site not subject to development) grassland herbaceous vegetation and other details about current site condition – why is this even necessary in an AMS?  We’ve already established at application stage the proposal is supported – condition 5 clearly requires only tree protection measures and methods.
· The AMS does not acknowledge and does not place any importance on the protected status of the Lebanon Cedar tree – this status is only noted in the (outdated) annex II Tree Survey Schedule (annex II which is named Tree Protection Plan but it actually is a Tree Survey Schedule).
· The AMS does not address the precautions that must be observed during the demolition phase of the development (e.g. Timing of operations does not even include a demolition phase)
· It does not acknowledge the Cherry tree on the grass verge and whether any facilitation pruning or tree protection are required for site access.
· Paragraph 3.3 states: ‘The tree condition survey carried out on July 2023 which is appended to this report’ – the ‘Existing Site and Tree Plan’ by Draffin Associates dated July 2023 at Annex III indicates trees within the proposed development’s footprint (2xT5) – contrary to Google Satellite Imagery and to the discourse in the rest of the document ( paragraph 4.1 ‘no removal of any tree is required’). 
· Google Satellite Imagery does, however, show some tree or large shrub vegetation on the western side of the existing building – therefore, in the middle of the proposed driveway. With all the conflicting information in the report, as already pointed out above, it is difficult to establish with any level of accuracy what is the current tree situation on the site. Paragraph 3.1 states ‘[…] was supplied prior to my visit’ – given the conflicting information, I wonder whether the report’s author can confirm which information is accurate and which isn’t based on their visit.
· It is noted that all the tree details in the survey (dated July 2023) are identical to that submitted with the 2021 application which also raises the question of whether the survey has been updated.
Overall, this is a poor submission that fails to address any of the site specific issues or previously stated concerns regarding tree retention and unfortunately does absolutely nothing to progress the submissions past the application stage status. The submitted AIA report (with the included AMS) does not indicate the author took any time to understand the site and the development implications or the details required by the condition.
Discharge of condition 5 is not supported as tree protection measures that mitigate the development’s impact on retained trees (including a protected Lebanon Cedar) have not been demonstrated.
Any future submissions should be based on the site specific issues, address previous and current NE comments and provide the information required by the condition without superfluous details (e.g. grassland herbaceous vegetation description, AIA, etc).
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