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1.
SUMMARY

i. This report constitutes an arboricultural planning survey and method statement of the yew tree as material constraints to development at 41 Moor Park Road, Northwood, Middlesex HA6 2DH.          

ii. The proposed building footprint would come within 3m of a mature birch tree in the back garden, occupying approximately 3.6m2 (6%) of the total Root Protection Area, which is 58.6m2.
iii. The conclusion of the report is that the impacts of development that are listed would be negligible if its recommendations are followed.  Moreover, given that the development is to take place on disturbed ground (beneath an existing patio), a 20% realignment of the RPA, allowable under BS5837: 2005 Trees in relation to construction, would remove it from any encroachment at all.

iv. However, given the presence of a heavy clay soil and the close proximity of the tree, the use of piled foundations would make sense from a structural point of view to safeguard against subsidence and heave.  Thus, thee should be neither theoretical nor physical primary impacts upon the tree.

v.  Essentially, the building is to be constructed “over hand” / internally on a grid of mini-piles with a suspended ground slab for flooring and wall support.  The foundation pits will be no more than 300mm x 300mm in area and direct support units can be used internally, as an alternative to beams/piles.  A void will be left between slab and ground to maintain aeration.

vi. In terms of secondary impacts, the extension falls within the shading constraint of the birch tree.  However, the proposed usage of the build is for a utility room rather than a conservatory and such constraints are irrelevant. The canopy has a good 4m clearance of the ground and there are no lower branches growing directly over the footprint.  The height of the extension is only some 2.8m above ground.  Therefore, there are no significant secondary impacts from development either.

2.
INTRODUCTION 

2.1 LANDMARK TREES were asked by client, Mrs F Merali, to undertake an arboricultural planning survey of the tree adjacent to new development proposals at the site: 41 Moor Park Road, Northwood, Middlesex HA6 2HD.                        

2.2 The client has requested a report to confirm any constraints upon the development and to rate the likely impacts of construction. 
2.3 I am a Registered Consultant and Fellow of the Arboricultural Association and a Chartered Forester, with a Masters Degree in Arboriculture and 20 years experience of the landscape industry - including the Forestry Commission and Agricultural Development and Advisory Service.  I am a UK Registered Expert Witness, trained in single joint expert witness duties.  I am also Chairman of the UK & I Regional Plant Appraisal Committee, inaugurated to promote international standards of valuation in arboriculture
2.4 My survey of the trees, the soils and any other factors, is of a preliminary nature. I have not taken any samples for analysis and the trees were not climbed. The observations and comments are set out in the body of the report below. 

2.5 This is primarily an arboricultural report.  Whilst comments relating to matters involving built structures or soil data may appear, any opinion thus expressed should be viewed as qualified, and confirmation from an appropriately qualified professional sought.  Such points are usually clearly identified within the body of the report.

2.6 This is not a full safety survey or subsidence risk assessment survey.  These services can be provided but a further fee would be payable.  Where matters of tree condition with a safety implication are noted during an inspection they will of course appear in the report.

2.7 Inherent in tree inspection is assessment of the risk associated with trees close to people and their property. Most human activities involve a degree of risk, such risks being commonly accepted if the associated benefits are perceived to be commensurate.  Risks associated with trees tend to increase with the age of the trees concerned, but so do many of the benefits.  It will be appreciated, and deemed to be accepted by the client, that the formulation of recommendations for all management of trees will be guided by the cost-benefit analysis (in terms of amenity), of tree work that would remove all risk of tree related damage.
3.0
OBSERVATIONS

3.1
Survey data & report layout

3.1.1 Detailed records of the trees are given in the survey schedule in Appendix 1 to this report. 

3.1.2 A site plan confirming the locations of the tree and canopy spread is given in Appendix 2. The Arboricultural Constraints Plan, showing both the theoretical Recommended Protection Areas (RPA’s) and shade constraints, plotted from BS5837: 2005 is also overlain on this plan. More collective assessments are set out below.  A method statement for tree protection is provided in Appendix 3.

3.2
 Site description

3.2.1 41 Moor Park Road, Northwood, Middlesex HA6 2DH is a semi- detached 2-storey house with substantial plot in residential Northwood.  There is a mature silver birch tree (T1) to the southeast of the rear of the house.  The extension is to comprise a utility room, which will be located at the rear of the property with the tree to the southeast of the proposed building.
3.2.2 The tree is good health, with a lean away from the house.  There is no obvious decay at the moment, but care will be needed not to cause any through significant root injury in construction of the extension.
3.2.3 The soil sampled was found to be of a heavy clay type at 0.5m below ground.
4.0
DEVELOPMENT CONSTRAINTS

4.1
Root Protection Areas

4.1.1 There are 2 types of constraint produced by trees that are to be retained.  The first is that construction should not harm the trees and their roots, in particular. 

4.1.2 BS5837: 2005 gives Recommended Protection Areas (RPA’s) for any given tree size. The individual RPA’s are calculated in the Tree Schedule in Appendix 1 to this report, or rather the notional radius of that RPA, based on a circular protection zone.  The prescribed radius is generally 12-x stem diameter or 10-x basal diameter. 

4.1.3 Circular RPA’s are appropriate for individual specimen trees, but where there is ground disturbance, such as in this case with the existing building, and the trees are grown in belts, the morphology of the RPA can be modified to an alternative polygon, and where appropriate shifted in the direction of undisturbed ground.  In less fanciful terms, one needs to remember that RPA’s are area-based and not linear.

4.2
Other Constraints

4.2.1 The second type of constraint produced by trees that are to be retained is that the proximity of the proposed development to the trees should not threaten their future with ever increasing demands for tree surgery or felling to remove nuisance shading, honeydew deposition or perceived risk of harm.

4.2.2 The shading constraints are crudely determined from BS5837 by drawing an arc from northwest to east of the stem base at a distance equal to the height of the tree. 

5.0
ARBORICULTURAL IMPACTS
	Tree 

No.
	Species
	BS

Rating


	Problem

	1
	Silver Birch
	B2
	· The total RPA is 58.6m2, which will be encroached by approximately 3.6m2 (6% of total RPA).  

· Encroachment of shading constraints.


DISCUSSION

6.0   Rating of Impacts

6.0.1 Although the building is close to the tree in linear terms, the total area affected is only 6% of the RPA and it should be noted that the total RPA is already being encroached by the existing building by 0.65m2 (1%).  As described in 4.1.3 it is feasible to apply a 20% shift of the RPA in a southerly direction, which would leave the existing and proposed building clear of the RPA altogether.

6.0.2 Although the above suggests no significant impacts it is recommended that mini-piles be still used for construction due to the potential issue of subsidence.  

6.0.3 In terms of best statistical predictions, about future damage to the property in general, a common industrial norm is to refer to the Kew Root Survey (Cutler and Richardson 1989), which gives maximum distances between trees, and buildings within which varying percentages (50-90%) of reported damage occurred.  The lower threshold is used for this species of tree and for birch 4m is the distance quoted for 50% of cases of damage occurring.  

6.0.4 This silver birch lies just within this limit, so does not pose a significant risk but given the nature of the soil type and inherent vulnerability of extensions, mini-piles would be a sensible precaution, allowing the extension to ‘move’ during shrinkage and expansion of the clay soils.

6.0.5 I am also confident that these special construction methods described in the method statement will not adversely affect this healthy silver birch tree.

6.0.6 The use of a suspended ground slab on a voided grid of mini-piles and/or DSU’s (direct support units) should minimise excavations and the capacity for root injury, while the void should maintain aeration to the root zone.

6.0.7 As the extension is to the southeast of the birch there will be some shading impacts. However, due to the designed use of the extension as a utility room, this theoretical impact should not pose a significant problem in practice.  The canopy of the birch is relatively translucent, which would further lessen the shading implications.

6.0.8 The Silver Birch has a stem clearance of approximately 4m and has no branches growing directly towards the extension.  This means that the tree will not require significant levels of pruning to ensure clearance for the proposed development to take place.  

6.0.9 The tree has a 4m clear stem and will therefore not require any significant pruning to provide clearance for the proposed development to take place.

6.0.10 In my opinion, therefore, the impacts of development will be negligible.

7.0

RECOMMENDATIONS

· Follow the Method Statement in (Appendix 3 i) for construction and excavation within the RPA in respect of T1.

· Follow the Method Statement (Appendix 3 ii) for Tree Protection Fencing specification. 

8.0 
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APPENDIX 1

TREE SCHEDULE - Notes for Guidance

Age Class -
is divided into Young (Y), Semi-mature (SM), Early Mature (EM), Mature (M) and Over-mature (OM)
Dm -

is the diameter of the trunk in millimetres at 1.5m above ground level. 
Spread -
is in metres at the points of the compass relevant to the woodland boundary
Class/Colour -refers to the retention classifications in Section 5.2 BS5837: 2005 and colouring on the site map - Highly Desirable (A) (Green), 

Desirable (B) (Blue), 

Possibly retain (C) (Grey), 

Remove (R) (Red

TREE SCHEDULE

	Id No
	Species
	Ht

(m)
	Dm

(mm)
	Spread

NESW

(m)
	Crown

Clearance

(m)
	Age
	Physiological

Condition
	Structural condition
	SULE
	BS

Class
	RPA

(m)

	1
	Silver Birch
	14
	360
	4,5,6,6
	4
	M
	Good
	Fair – leaning away from the property in a south-easterly direction.
	20-40
	B2
	4.32


APPENDIX 2

ARBORICULTURAL CONSTRAINTS PLAN
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APPENDIX 3

METHOD STATEMENTS

i. Precautionary excavations

ii. Tree protection fencing

1. Method Statement: Excavation & Construction 

i. Operations to be supervised by an arboricultural consultant.
ii. Material storage and cement mixing area will be positioned on existing driveway at front of house

iii. Contractor parking will be on existing driveway and parking area

iv. All equipment will be positioned on existing driveway at front of house.
v. No materials, spoil, equipment or machinery shall be placed or stored within the root protection areas of the protected trees unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  No excavations or changes in ground levels shall occur within the root protected areas
vi. Tree protection fencing (as per Appendix 3 (ii) to be erected on 2 sides immediately around extension footprint facing the tree, with opening for access from existing driveway.  Building to be constructed “over hand” / internally.

vii. Ground to be protected by mulched central access route within footprint, approx 6” deep or alternatively, geotextile mat. 

viii. Foundations to comprise a grid of minipiles / pads of no more than 300mm x 300mm area.  Depth to be determined by engineer.  

ix. Floor and walls to be constructed on standard ground bearing slab between piles.  Void to be created between ground and slab to accommodate BS5837 soil aeration requirements (Fig.1)
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Fig.1

x. Deck support units can be used in place of the internal pads/piles to minimise digging requirements (Fig 2).

[image: image3.png]



Fig.2

xi. The foundation pits within the RPA should be excavated by hand using a double-headed spade (“shove-holer”) to minimise breadth of hole required for mini-pile / pad.

xii. Spoil to be placed in wheelbarrows are removed from site along mulched trackway.

xiii. Tree roots exposed by such operations should be wrapped in dry, clean hessian sacking to prevent desiccation and exposure to extreme temperature fluctuations.  

xiv. Roots smaller then 25mm diameter may be cut cleanly with a sharp pruning saw or secateurs back to a junction. 

xv. Roots larger then 25mm diameter may only be cut in consultation with an arboriculturalist.  

xvi. Before backfilling, any hessian wrapping should be removed and the preserved roots surrounded with loose granular fill, before the remaining fill is added.  The material should be free from contaminants injurious to plant health.

xvii. Walls to be constructed on top of slab /pads (as per Fig.3) to maintain integrity of aeration void and to avoid further excavation.
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Fig.3

2.  METHOD STATEMENT – Protective fencing

Tree protection fences shall be of a Herras-type construction, as specified in BS5837: 2005 and as illustrated below:
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1. No fires shall be made on any part of the site, or within 20m of any tree to be retained.

2. No spilling of pouring of fuels, oils, solvents, tar shall be made on any part of the site.

3. No spillage or discharge of wet mortar or concrete shall be made on any part of the site.

4. No storage of materials shall be made within the protective fences.

5. No breaching or moving of the protective fences without the approach of an arboriculturist.

6. Services, if planned to be laid in the root protection areas, (and which notionally appears unnecessary in this case) shall be laid using trench less ‘no dig’ methods or by hand dug trenches to avoid cutting major roots.

7. Alterations in levels within the tree protection fence areas shall be avoided.

It is recommended that, in due course, acceptance of the recommendations in this report is demonstrated by, for example, the architect specifying in writing to the building contractor that tree care conditions apply in execution of the contract, and by an estimate or written undertaking from the contractor to the architect demonstrating that the practical aspects of observation of such recommendations have been priced in.

If conflicts between any part of a tree and the building(s) arise in the course of development these can often be resolved quickly and at little cost if a qualified arboriculturist is consulted promptly.  Lack of such care is often apparent quickly and decline and death of such trees can spoil design aims and can of course affect saleability, and reflect poorly on the construction and design personnel involved.  Trees that have been the recipients of careful handling during construction add considerably to the appeal and value of the finished development.
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