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1. Introduction 
1.1. My name is Hannah Chalmers, I am the Senior Tree Officer with New Forest District 

Council. I have been in this post since June 2020. I have over 15 years’ experience 
working in the arboricultural sector, with over 10 years as a Local Authority Tree 
Officer. I hold a Level 4 certificate in arboriculture. I regularly attend relevant 
courses, seminars and conferences to continue my professional development. I am 
an associate member of the Arboricultural Association.  I confirm that this proof of 
evidence contains my true and professional opinions.  
 

2. Scope of Evidence 
2.1. My evidence focuses on the arboricultural implications for the appeal site, tree 

protection through a Tree Preservation Order, arboricultural best practice and 
recommendations as set out in British Standard 5837:2012 Trees in relation to 
Design, Demolition and Construction.  
 

3. Tree Preservation Order 
3.1. Tree Preservation Order No. TPO/0006/15 Land at Lymington Police Station, 

Southampton Road, Lymington SO41 9GH (CD-52) was made on 17 February 2015 
and later confirmed unopposed on 28 April 2015. 
 

3.2. TPO/0006/15 protects 2x tree groups, G1 which consists of 5x Silver Maple trees 
and G2 which consists of 2x Silver maple trees and 1x Cedar.  These all have a 
significant public visual amenity value and contribute to the amenity of the appeal 
site and local area.  
 

3.3. These tree groups can be appreciated from the A337 (Southampton Road) and 
Queen Elizabeth Avenue and the B3052 (Avenue Road).  

 
3.4. The Tree Preservation Order was made when Hampshire Police vacated this site. 

There is a strong local connection to these trees as they were planted as part of a 
community commemorative planting scheme in 1980 (see Appendix A) and are 
considered an asset to the community. These trees were planted by the community 
with the intention that these trees would grow to their full potential for the overall 
benefit to the street scene and the wider area. In the current context of this site, 
these trees have adequate space to develop into mature specimens.  

 
4. Arboricultural Assessment & Method Statement 

4.1. Barrell Tree Consultancy report ref: 18327-AA-JB dated 28 May 2021 (CD-15) and 
plan 18327-3 (CD-16) both contain relevant information and the tree protection 
measures set out comply with the guidance of BS5837:2012. It has been agreed 
that the proposed 32 retirement apartments including communal facilities, access, 
car parking and landscaping can all be constructed with an acceptable loss of trees 
and shrubs and would not require the removal of any important individual trees 
worthy of note.  
 

4.2. The protected trees are individually identified in the tree report and identified as T2-
T9. Trees T2 Silver maple, T3 Silver maple, T6 Silver maple, T7 Silver maple, T8 
Silver maple and T9 Cedar have been graded as B grades trees under the 
BS5837:2012 (Appendix B) categorization. These trees are considered of moderate 
quality with an estimated remaining life expectancy of at least 20 years. Trees T4 
Silver maple and T5 Silver maple have been categorized as C grade trees. These 
trees are of low quality with an estimated remaining life expectancy of at least 10 
years. I am broadly in agreement with this assessment, although these trees have a 



life expectancy of at least 40 years in the current site context. The trees have no 
notable defects and if allowed to mature and reach their full potential they will 
increase in stature and prominence to the street scene and could be considered A 
grade trees in the future. These trees have greater significance and value to the 
area as they were planted as part of formal planting ceremony performed by the 
community (Appendix A).  
 

4.3. The submitted tree report shows how these trees can be retained throughout the 
demolition and construction proposed for this site. However, no assessment of the 
impact the trees will have on future occupiers of the development has been put 
forward in this report. I note that in a similar local scheme, albeit with space given to 
accommodate the trees, at Stanford Hill (Appeal CD-45) this assessment was 
included in the Barrell Tree Report for the proposal (Appendix C), this element of the 
report was omitted for this scheme. An assessment to the relationship between 
retained trees on site and a development with future occupiers should be included in 
any BS5837:2012 Tree report.  

4.4. British Standard 5387:2012 – Trees in relation to design, demolition and construction 
(Appendix B) makes recommendations on the following points relevant to this enquiry:  

 
• 5.3.4 A realistic assessment of the probable impact of any proposed development 

on the trees and vice versa should take into account the characteristics and 
condition of the trees, with due allowance and space for their future growth and 
maintenance requirements. To maximise the probability of successful tree 
retention, the following factors should be taken into account during the design 
process:  
a) Shading. Shading by trees affects buildings and open spaces. 

1) Shading of buildings. Shading of buildings by trees can be a problem, 
particularly where there are rooms which require natural light. Proposed 
buildings should be designed to take account of existing trees, their 
ultimate size and density of foliage, and the effect that these will have on 
the availability of light. 

2) Shading of open spaces. Open spaces such as gardens and sitting areas 
should be designed to meet the normal requirement for direct sunlight for 
at least part of the day. 

 
d) Future pressure for removal. The relationship of buildings to large trees can 
cause apprehension to occupiers or users of nearby buildings or spaces, resulting 
in pressure for the removal of the trees. Buildings and other structures should be 
sited allowing adequate space for a tree’s natural development, with due 
consideration given to its predicted height and canopy spread. However, this does 
not mean that trees should not be retained within any particular distance of a 
structure. 
 
e) Seasonal nuisance. Trees are naturally growing and shedding organisms. 
Leaves of some species can cause problems, particularly in the autumn, by 
blocking gullies and gutters. Fruit can cause slippery patches, and accumulation of 
honeydew can be damaging to surfaces and vehicles.  Buildings, footpaths and 
hardstanding areas should be designed with due consideration to the proximity of 
retained trees, especially in the terms of their foliage, flowering and fruiting habits. 
Where conflicts might arise, detailed design should address these issues, e.g. use 
of non-slip paving: provision of leaf guards or grilles on gutters and gullies; 
provision of access and means of maintenance. 
 

4.5. The future relationship between existing trees on site and proposed development is 



also set out in The New Forest District Council Tree Protection and Development 
Guidance (2020) (CD-39), which states: 
 

• “The relationship trees have with the built environment should be a positive 
one. However, if consideration has not been given to this relationship this 
can lead to future pressure to fell or excessively prune trees. A poor 
relationship between buildings and trees may give rise to concerns about 
excessive shading, continual falling natural debris, blocked drains and 
concerns or potential damage to property. In some instances, small changes 
to the layout of a scheme can improve the situation significantly and avoid 
potential conflicts. “ 
 

4.6. Despite the recommendations made in both the BS5837:2012 and The New Forest 
District Council Tree Protection and Development Guidance 2020, the applicant has 
not provided any evidence or documentation that demonstrates that the proximity of 
the protected trees on site to the proposed building has been given any consideration. 
No assessment of shading from the trees has been submitted nor the impact the trees 
will have on the amenity of future occupiers of the single aspect flats. The Barrell tree 
report for a similar scheme at Stanford Hill included within the arboricultural 
implications assessment a statement assessing the relationship the retained trees on 
site will have with future occupiers of the site. No explanation of why this has not been 
included within the Tree Report for this case has been provided by the Arboriculturalist 
or the applicant.  
 

4.7. The proposed retirement apartments are shown to be within 6m of the eastern and 
northern group of trees. The proposed building is currently just outside the crown 
spread of the eastern group of trees and root protection areas. However, the 
proximity of the block of flats, being constructed with I am assuming (this as it has 
not been specified in the submitted documents) traditional foundations that support 3 
floors will be to a depth that will restrict the future rooting area for these trees. This 
will create a barrier for the root growth and as a result the roots may not be able to 
spread and penetrate the soil deeply enough needed for a good level of stability 
(Lonsdale, D. 1999) (Appendix D). 

 
4.8. There is already a conflict with the proximity of the proposed building and the crown 

spread of T9 (as identified within the Barrell tree report), Cedar tree (within the 
northern group of trees), with tree works identified (Appendix 2 the Barrell Tree 
Report (CD-15)) to prune lateral branches by 2-3m in order to provide a sufficient 
clearance of 2m. This tree has been classed as early maturing and has not reached 
its mature size or stature.   Cedar trees (Cedrus atlantica), if allowed to grow to 
maturity, will reach an ultimate height of greater than 12m with a radial crown spread 
over 8m https://www.rhs.org.uk/plants/133006/cedrus-atlantica-glauca-group/details 
(appendix E).  The Trees and Design action group ‘Tree Species Selection for 
Green infrastructure’ (Appendix F) describes the tree size for this species as “a 
massive tree up to 50m in its natural habitat. Smaller in cultivation but still massive. 
The Crown shape is conical, becoming broad as the tree matures.” This publication 
notes that an issue to be aware of with this species is that it is “capable of becoming 
a very large, broad tree.” This tree is already encroaching the footprint of the 
proposed building and this problem will only be exacerbated as the tree matures.  

 
4.9. The natural form of Cedar trees and their growth habit means they are difficult to 

prune sympathetically and retain the natural form which is characteristic of this 
species. Cedar trees do not respond well to cyclical pruning and could not be 
managed in any form of “pollarding” regime. Ultimately continual pruning of lateral 

https://www.rhs.org.uk/plants/133006/cedrus-atlantica-glauca-group/details


branches to provide sufficient clearance from the building will result in a decline in 
the health of the tree and its overall aesthetic value to the surrounding area. It is 
foreseeable that the long-term retention of this tree would not be sustainable, and 
this tree would have to be removed.  

 
4.10. The silver maple trees are also classed as ‘maturing’ and will grow 

significantly more than their current dimensions.  Silver Maple trees (Acer 
saccharinum) are a very vigorous deciduous tree and grows to an ultimate height of 
15-25m a globular open crown form (Trees and Design Action Group (Appendix F)) 
with an ultimate radial crown spread greater than 8m. 
https://www.rhs.org.uk/plants/279/acer-saccharinum/details (appendix E). If this 
proposal is constructed, these trees will need future management to prevent 
encroachment/interference with the building. Routinely pruning these trees will 
reduce the amenity of the trees and may have a detrimental impact on their health. 

 
 

4.11.  Silver Maple trees respond to pruning with vigorous re-growth that is weakly 
attached and as a result can then be prone to failure, which then requires further 
pruning in order to prevent failure from the trees. The resulting pruning wounds 
expose heart wood of the trees making them vulnerable to infection by pathogens 
that could require the premature removal of the trees.  Other sites within the district 
with Silver Maples growing in close proximity to residential dwellings has resulted in 
severe pruning that has removed/reduced the amenity of the trees (Appendix G) this 
work was carried out as result of the trees encroaching and shading dwellings. 
 

4.12. To demonstrate the expected crown spread of the protected trees on site and 
their encroachment of the proposed building I have included an overlay of the 
predicted crown spreads on the site layout plan (Appendix H).  

 
4.13. The importance of landscape trees to the area with sufficient space to grow 

and develop into mature specimen is demonstrated in a planning appeal on the 
adjacent site, Buckland House (CD-46). The inspector noted that the proposed trees 
in the landscaping plans for the scheme in the space available would likely to be too 
constrained for the growth of the trees in the long term and would not enable them to 
reach the same extent as the trees being lost to the proposal. In this instance the 
existing trees on site had been damaged and were not suitable for retention within 
the scheme.  
 

4.14. The counter argument often made by developers/applicants is that as these 
trees are protected by a Tree Preservation Order the council can resist applications 
that would adversely affect the amenity or health of trees. However, this is not the 
case where an applicant can demonstrate that enjoyment of their home is 
significantly affected by the tree or trees, nor where there is actionable nuisance 
such as interference with a building. Given the nature of the accommodation which 
is designed for older residents it is not unreasonable to assume that future occupiers 
will spend a greater number of day light hours within their home.  The effect of 
shading and encroachment to these units, is exacerbated by the single aspect flats 
with all the fenestration of the ground floor, first floor and second floor on the eastern 
block directly facing the eastern group of protected trees, the limited natural daylight 
these individual units receive is likely to be significantly shaded by these trees. Most 
of the limited communal green space provision within this proposal will also be 
shaded by some degree by the trees. The trees on the northern side of the site are 
to the north of the proposed development and as a result have less of a shading 
impact, however it is still foreseeable that the proximity of these trees to the single 

https://www.rhs.org.uk/plants/279/acer-saccharinum/details


aspect flats is likely to create anxiety to residents from a perceived threat of failure 
from these trees, particularly in regard to the Cedar tree which has a large and 
spreading habit. Expectations for residents to tolerate such living conditions is 
unreasonable.  
 
 

5. Conclusion 
 

5.1. Reason 3 of the refusal notice dated 10 December 2021 included:  

The proposed development, by reason of the proximity of the proposed apartments 
to the maturing protected trees on site, would not allow for these trees to grow into 
their natural size and form. This is likely to result in the future unsympathetic pruning 
a potential loss of these trees which would be detrimental to the amenity of the area.  

 
5.2. The proposed layout of this scheme does not allow the protected maturing trees on 

site to grow to their full potential and size and if this construction is permitted these 
trees will need significant pruning in the future to abate a nuisance and to stop the 
trees interfering with the building. This will have a detrimental impact on their 
amenity creating trees with an unnatural shape and form and likely to have a 
detrimental impact on their health by exposing these trees to disease causing 
pathogens or reducing their ability to meet their energy needs through 
photosynthesis.  

 
5.3. In my professional opinion the proximity of the development to the protected trees 

will inevitably raise issues with future residents. The shading, overbearing presence 
and nuisance from falling debris from trees will have a significant impact on the 
habitable accommodation and on the communal open space within the proposal.  
 

5.4. The conflict between the protected trees on site and future development could be 
avoided through design which accommodates the future growth potential of these 
trees and through thoughtful consideration of floor plans so the only sources of 
natural light to living rooms are not shaded by trees.  

 

5.5. The lack of consideration given to the proposed layout and the relationship with 
trees in terms of impact on future residents is contrary to BS5837:2012.  
 

5.6. The trees impacted by this development were planted by the community for the 
benefit of the community.  This gives these trees particular importance to the area. 
They provide a good level of amenity to the street scene if these trees were given 
enough space to accommodate their future growth potential, these trees will 
increase in stature, presence, and amenity contribution to the community.    

 
5.7. The protected trees on this site are regarded as local landscape features and 

therefore this proposal is contrary to Policy ENV3: Design quality and local 
distinctiveness, as this development fails to create a building which is sympathetic to 
landscape features (CD-27). Also policy ENV4: landscape character and quality as 
this development fails to retain/enhance the following landscape features through 
sensitive design, mitigation and enhancement measures, to successfully integrate 
new development into the local landscape context (CD-27).  

 
5.8. In the above I have demonstrated that, not only has the appellant not followed best 

practice in respect of considering trees as part of a development site, but the quality 



and positive contribution of the protected trees would be sufficiently compromised as 
a consequence of the proposed scheme so as to render the appeal proposals 
unacceptable and contrary to adopted policy and National Guidance. 

 
 

5.9. Any replacement tree or trees would have to be small stature species that would 
never have the potential to grow to the size that would provide any form a 
meaningful mitigation for the loss of these original trees.  
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