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CIVIL R AND DUTY OF CARE

Under civil law the owner of the land on which a tree stands, together with any party who has control over
the tree’s management, has a duty of care to take reasonable steps to prevent or minimise the risk of
personal injury and/or damage to property from any tree located within the curtilage of the land in question.

In turn, itis accepted that these steps shouid normally include commissioning a qualified and experienced
arboriculturist to survey the tree in order to identify and appraise any risk of harm to persons or damage
to property that it may present and, where unacceptable risks are identified, taking suitable remedial action
to negate or reduce those risks accordingly.

QTRA METHODOLOGY OVERVIEW AND APPLICATION IN MANAGEMENT DECISIONS

A survey was carried out in order to consider the general structural stability of the identified trees at the
site and the associated risk of harm posed to persons and/or property and, from this information, to make
management recommendations to reduce any risks identified to be unacceptable to a level that is
considered to be either tolerable or broadly acceptable (see Table 1, below).

The Quantified Tree Risk Assessment (QTRA) methodology utilised for the tree survey (see appended
QTRA Practice Note for more details) quantifies the three components of tree failure risk, which are:

i. Target (something with potential to be harmed and/or damaged by the mechanical failure of tree parts);
ii. Impact Potential; and

iii. Probability of Failure (within the coming year).

The product of the three component values is the annualised ‘Risk of Harm', which is a combined measure

of the likelihood and the consequence of tree failure considered in terms of the loss within the coming

year, and is expressed as a probability. In applying the Tolerability of Risk Framework' (ToR) the QTRA
methodology divides the ‘Risk of Harm'’ into three threshold values, being;

1. Unacceptable (i.e. >1/1,000), which is unacceptable and will not ordinarily be tolerated;

2. Tolerable (i.e. between 1/1,000,000 and 1/1,000, where the Risk of Harm will be tolerable if it is As
Low As Reasonably Practicable (ALARP); but a Risk of Harm 1/10,000 or greater will not ordinarily be
Tolerable where it is imposed on others, such as the public. In the Tolerable range management
decisions are informed by consideration of the benefits and costs of risk control, including benefits
provided by trees that would be lost to risk control measures; and

3. Broadly Acceptable (<1/1,000,000), which is already ALARP.

The QTRA advisory thresholds, (see Table 1, below) are proposed as a reasonable approach to balancing
safety from falling trees with the costs of risk reduction. This approach takes account of the principles of
ALARP and ToR, but does not dictate how these principles should be applied. While the thresholds can

be the foundation of a robust policy for tree risk management, tree managers should make decisions
based on their own situation, values and resources.

Table 1: QTRA Adyvisory Risk Thresholds:
Threshold Description Action

Risk of harm of | Unacceptable - Risks will nol  |¥ Controf the risk
111,000 or greater | ordinarily be tolerated

Risk of harm Unacceptable (where imposed |» Control the risk
between 1/1,000 | on others) - Risks will not = Review the risk
and 1/10,000 ordinarily be tolerated
Tolerable (by agreement) Risks |» Control the risk unless there is broad
may be tolerated if those stakeholder agreement to tolerate it, or the

exposed to the risk accept it, or tree has exceptional value
the tree has exceptional value  |* Review the risk

Risk of harm Tolerable (where imposed on  |» Assess costs and benefits of risk control
between 1/10,000 | others) - Risks are tolerable if = Control the risk only where a significant
and 1/1,000,000 | ALARP benefit might be achieved at reasonable cost

e _ = Review the risk — o
Risk of harm less | Broadly Acceptable - Riskis  [* No action currently required
than 1/1,000,000 | already ALARP * Review the risk

2.5 As detailed in Table 1, a Risk of Harm less than 1/1,000,000 is Broadly Acceptable and already ALARP

(i.e. ‘as low as reasonably practicable’). A Risk of Harm 1/1,000 or greater is unacceptable and will not
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ordinarily be tolerated. Between these two thresholds, the Risk of Harm is in the Tolerable region of the
ToR Framework and will be tolerable if it is ALARP, but a Risk of Harm 1/10,000 or greater will not
ordinarily be Tolerable where it is imposed on others, such as the public. Here, management decisions
are informed by consideration of the benefits and costs of risk control, including benefits provided by trees
that would be lost to risk control measures.

In respect of the above the assessor (i.e. Bowland Tree Consultancy Ltd) may consider the costs of risk
control when providing options for management if specifically asked to do so, but the tree owner/manager,
who owns the risk and therefore exercises control over the costs, must consider the balance and make
the final management decision(s).

SUMMARY OF SURVEY FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

An ‘Individual Tree Survey' (see ‘Schedule of Operations’ appended to agreed project quote) was
undertaken at the site under consideration on 12 December 2023. The trees to be considered for the
survey were identified by the instructing client's representative Christopher Bolton, in the form of a
boundary plan supplied via e-mail.

The survey identified ten individual trees and 13 groups of trees as detailed on the appended Tree Survey
Plan and Tree Survey Schedule.

The site under consideration forms an area of unmanaged vegetation, with various trees standings as
closely spaced groups and individuals throughout the site, predominantly to its boundaries. A mountain
bike track, which is understood to currently be closed, is located to the site’s centre. Two public footpaths
cross the site roughly from east to south-west and east to north-west.

As a component of this appraisal various targets were identified to be within falling distances of the
surveyed trees, including, but not restricted to vehicles and occupants and pedestrians using the adjacent
Accrington Road, persons accessing the site and using the public footpaths, persons using neighbouring
residential properties and gardens and various items of property including parked cars, neighbouring
property and boundary features such as fences and walls.

Furthermore, it is noted that a widespread presence of Ash Dieback Disease (Hymenoscyphus fraxineus)
was identified throughout the Ash tree population, both within the site under consideration and the wider
local landscape. Consequently, all Ash trees exhibiting a late stage of decline as a result of the disease
have been recommended for removal in accordance with prudent arboricultural practice.

In turn, as a guide, the surveyed Ash trees have been assessed in accordance with the following scales

of approximate percentages of remaining canopy at the time of viewing:

- Class 1 - 100% canopy - Healthy trees displaying good vitality;

- Class 2 - 75% canopy - Weakened trees show treetop shoots in the degeneration phase;

- Class 3 - 50% canopy — Severely weakened trees exhibiting a significant reduction in vitality, e.g.
with bushy and lumpy accumulation of growth; and

- Class 4 — 25% canopy — Trees in a state of severe decline, e.g. with large dead canopy areas and
twigs and branches starting to break off.

With regard to these classifications, it is emphasised that trees falling within classes 3 and 4 are normally
recommended for risk management remedial works where targets exist within falling distance of said

trees.

According to information available on Ribble Valley Borough Council's  website;
https://www.ribblevalley.qov.uk/downloads/download/263/list-of-tree-preservation-orders-ipo, parts of the
surveyed site, and trees adjacent to the site, are subject to statutory protection under Tree Preservation
Orders (TPOs), refenced as Whalley Order 1957, Spring Wood 1962 and Archbishop’s Wood 1989, the
latter possibly superseding parts of Whalley Order 1957. As such, other than for limited exceptions, an
application must be made to the applicable Council’s planning department for permission to undertake
any necessary tree works to such trees, groups and woodlands.

Table 2, overleaf, cross references the surveyed tree and group numbers of the survey with listed tree,
group and woodland numbers of respective TPOs, available on the council's website. It should, however,
be noted that Table 2 is given as a guide only based on online information (which may not always be
entirely up to date) to assist the client in making management decisions, and should not be considered a
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definitive list. Additionally, the youngest TPO is now approaching 35 years old and subsequently, due to
changes in the site usage, surrounding landscape, onset of disease and tree management/loss within this
period, it is strongly recommended that the relevance and accuracy of such TPOs on site be checked and
discussed directly with Ribble Valley Borough Council prior to scheduling or undertaking tree works on

site, or making an application for iree management works.

Table 2: Cross Reference Guide of TPOs and Surveyed Tree, Group and Wood Numbers:

TPO Ref Number on TPO and | Observed on site during Survey Tree/
Species Survey? Group/Wood No.

Whalley Order 1957 | T127 — Elm Not observed N/A

Whalley Order 1957 | T128 - Ash Ash Observed, but deemed N/A

o | not present =1957

Whalley Order 1957 | T129 - Sycamore Observed G7

Whalley Order 1957 | T130 — Elm Not Observed N/A

Whalley Order 1957 | T131 - Beech Not Observed N/A

Whalley Order 1957 | T132 - Lime Observed G2

Whalley Order 1957 | T133 - Lime Observed G2

Whalley Order 1957 | T155 - Beech Observed G3 (marked G3a)

Whalley Order 1957 | G49 Not confirmed on Order N/A

Whalley Order 1957 | G50 - 4no. Lime Not observed, possibly lost to N/A

past hichway alteration works

Whalley Order 1957 | G42 — 1no. Elm, 1no. Sycamore potentially present N/A
Sycamore offsite to west

Whalley Order 1957 | G43 — 7no. Elm, 2no. Alder and Ash observed T6 — Ash
Alder, 1no. Sycamore, G10 - Alder
1no. Ash

Whalley Order 1957 | W15 - Birch Observed G6 and W1

(possibly superseded

by Archbishop’s

Wood 1989)

Spring Wood 1962 W1 ~ Mixed Hardwood | Observed T9, T10, G11 and

| W2 (off site)

Archbishop’s Wood G1 - Mixed Observed G7,G8

1989

Archbishop's Wood G2 - Mixed Observed T5, G7

1989

Archbishop's Wood G3 - Mixed Observed G7, w1

1989

Archbishop’s Wood W1 - Mixed Observed W1, G4 (part)

1989

*Note: Table 2, above, is intended as a guide only and the presence/absence of TPO protection for surveyed trees, groups and
woodlands should be confirmed by the client with Ribble Valley Borough Council

3.10 Additionally, subject to certain exemptions, the Forestry Act (1967) requires that a ‘Felling Licence’ be
obtained to remove growing trees amounting to more than five cubic metres of timber in a calendar
quarter. Felling Licences are administered by the Forestry Commission and contravention of the
associated controls can incur substantial penalties.

3.11 In turn, as highlighted with the colours red and orange in the appended Tree Survey Schedule and in
Table 3, over page the risk assessment established that trees T1, T2, T6 and groups G1, G2 and G12
have calculated QTRA risk indices that fall within the unacceptable risk threshold range of 1/10,000 or
over (please refer to Table 1, on the previous page, with regard to advisory tree risk thresholds).
Consequently, as also detailed in the TSS, works are recommended to mitigate the risk that these trees
present.

3.12 As also detailed in Table 3, works have been recommended to various trees with calculated QTRA risk
indices that fall within the tolerable risk threshold range (as highlighted with the colour yellow) either in
order to negate the risk that these trees present, for general non-risk management related reasons (as
denoted with the suffix (M)), to mitigate risk to a fixed structure (as denoted with the suffix (S)) or, where
applicable, to enable applicable trees to be inspected in further detail for risk assessment purposes (as
denoted with the suffix (1)).

Bowlan(_i C

free t



Table 3: Tree Work Recommendations:
Management Works Recommended*

Responsible | Work
Professional

. Coppice tree at ground level due to projected i Tras
continued progression of lean towards public ; coriracion 1. Moderate

footpath I

L |
|
e

Tree

1. Prune tree to shorten deadwood over desire '
7. Co(r)nar::on line footpaths to approximately 2m long stubs i Icr::ra Hor 1. Low
and retain as habitat value.
1. Establish ownership of tree.
2. If within boundaries: Remove tree to 6m high 1. Client
Coitinon standing dead stem due to evident poor »2‘ Tree 1. High
T9 Oak condition and identified increased risk of i Crtractor 2. Moderate
failure. ; 3. Moderate
’ ; ) Y 3. Client
3. If outside ownership boundaries: Inform tree ’
s.

owner of report findin

6no. e
1. Prune group to clear overhangs from footway
G4 ::m‘:: and road back to boundary. 4 10.‘:;’ o 1. High
Goat ' 2. Initiate programme of eradication of b Client 2. Moderate
Willow Himalayan Balsam. g

Table continued overleaf
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Table 3: Tree Work Recommendations (continued):

No. Species | Management Works Recommended* Responsible | Work
—— Professional Priority
1. Remove all Ash trees from group in
Downy accordance with prudent arboricultural
Birch. Goat management practices. NB: Stems may be 1. Tree it Uow
G5 Wili 5 retained as standing and fallen deadwood contractor 2' Mderats
Hawth ou"n where appropriate of habitat value. 2. Client :
2. Initiate programme of eradication of
Himalayan Balsam.
3no. AT
1. Remove group due to unsuitability for long 1. Tree
6 S1y::.mE(‘>rr: ’ term retention in relation to location. contractor e LW
1. Coppice group at ground level due to partial
G8 Goat failures and continued progression of stem 1. Tree . Eow
Willow leans over public footpath, with projected contractor ‘
increase in failure risk over long term.
Common |1. Remove all Ash trees from group due to
G Oak, identified increased risk of failure. NB: Stems [1. Tree 4 Mederate
10 Common may be retained as standing and fallen contractor .
Ash deadwood for habitat value where appropriate
el & Comaetappkcabiehndewner(iﬂvelyhlghways L B
e g:tmgon authority) to notify them of survey findings and g L b
Ash. Goat . Land 1. High
12 Willow, |, associated fecommendations. owner's tree ?‘ Moderate
| e F Remove and clear back fallen stems 1o site sonicaaor. |
™ | boundary 1o faciiitate any stock fence repais
Downy 1. Remove all hung up and partially failed stems
Birch. Oak and branches throughout group, Iegving as
G(,:«at ' fallen deadwoqd on ground for habitat value 44 Fron
WA1 Willow wherg: appropriate. ; Sentractor 1. Moderate
Sycamo;'e 2. Consider preparation of long term woodland b Client 2. Low
Holly 2 management plan, in conjunction with tree '
Hawit (; 3 consuitant and an ecologist, to maintain and
improve long term tree cover.

*Note: it shall be the client’s responsibility to arrange contact with the applicable council's planning department to check the accuracy
of any statutory tree protection measures in the form of Tree Preservation Orders, and gain any subsequently necessary
permissions, prior to scheduling or carrying out any tree works

3.13In addition to the above, Table 4, below, details the trees that are recommended for more detailed
inspections for risk management related reasons following any works recommended in Table 3, along
with their accompanying re-inspection schedule.

Table 4: Tree Re-Inspection Recommendations:

No. Species Re-Inspection Recommendations* When? |
77 | common Oak 1. Ete;ﬂtsypect tree when next in full leaf to re-appraise 4. Suimer 2024 ‘
N | ; : : s 1. Within 6
G2 2no. Common 1. Reinspect group immediately following removal of basal NG of
Lime : growth to appraise structural condition. ceport date

*Note: Unless otherwise specified, all inspections detailed in Table 3 are to be carried out by the project tree consultant upon
instruction by the client

3.14 With regard to the above it is noted that, where trees are recommended for removal, whether for risk
management purposes or for other arboricultural management reasons, then it is strongly recommended
that replacement trees of suitable sizes and species be planted in appropriate locations of the site, both
in order to compensate for the loss of the multiple benefits the trees provided to the environment, and to
help ensure continuity of canopy cover in the local area. Accordingly, new tree planting advice should be
sought from the project tree consultant.

3.15 Subsequently, any new tree planting should be carried out in strict accordance with BS8545:2014 that
they are of a suitable quality for usage, and that they are provided with adequate care and maintenance
following planting for them to successfully establish and, over the long term, grow to maturity.
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46.2

46.3

4.6.4

4.6.5

46.6

Undertake regular periodic pruning of trees and vegetation bordering the road, footway and
neighbouring residential properties, in order to maintain clearances to both properties and
statutory clearances to footways and highways;

Initiate programme of eradication of invasive vegetation, in particular Himalayan Balsam, but also
Horses Tail, on the site;

Re-establish boundary along residential properties to west and boundaries between woodland and
mountain bike park to prevent public encroachment into the site from desire line and public
footpaths, and consequent tree damage;

Establish a boundary fence between areas used for livestock grazing and wooded groups (see
paragraphs 3.16 and 3.17); and

Establish woodland management plans for areas of retained woodland in order to help ensure
long-term woodland cover and improve habitat and biodiversity potential.

Bowland
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Site: d_off Accri Road. Wh: Lancashire BB7
| Client: CCB Land Management
Brief:  Cary out anindvidual tree survey within area specified by ckent, report on projected risk posedto persons and property,
ke ma Nt recomm ions where {
No. Specigs Age | Height [Stem Diam.| Crown | Vitsl Ceenmenis
| (mm) | Spread | ity
lm)

B Three stems arising from base of a previously failed and [ Tree contractor o prune p= S!em of
1x260 Yo tree down fo 4m high approximately
1x210 significantly decayed iree. habiatpoles dueto | 210mm ciameter

T1 | DownyBirch | EM | 14 12 M [* Fungal fruiting bodies of brown rot decay causing A e ’
1x180 Fomitopsis betufina in stem arising to north identified increased risk of | T = Vehicles and
(ms) b Stems teorelcaly witin faling distancs of 030 failure and unacceptzble | occupen using
o rigk of hamm to persons. adjacent road.
k Partially failed al rootplete to north up bank. P Tree conractor to remove | P = Stem of
= Immediately adjacent to semi-mature Oak. tree due lo idented Ipprosimaloly
T2 | Downy Birch | SM | 12 | 220 4 | MD L coiiure may result in stem slidi stoen bank onto increased risk of failure | 210mm diameter.
pislsd g dowin gy and unacoeplabie risk of |T = Persons using
ay : harm 1o persons. footway,
 Has evidenlly sustained previous roolplate failure to
west, with subsequent severe stem leans and highly * Tree conlractor to coppice | P = Stems upto
2310 biased canopy fo west. tree at ground level due to | approximately
T3 | GoatWillow | EM | 12 (ts) 1 G P Twin stemmed from ground level, with severe bark projected continued 310mm diameler.
inclusion to approximately 1m height. progression of lean T = Persons using
= Several primary branches removed to approximately towards public footpath. pubiic footpath.
200mm diameter to clear public foolpath below.

L Failed stem into fieldwith dead standing stem 3m highiin | 1 cc, contractorto remove ;ouc?: el

14 | Downy Birch | EM | 3 25 [ NA| D fonce ine. fﬁaelﬁlensectlonoﬂree!rom T = Persons using
= adjacent fiald.

I Tree indicaled as subject to Tree Preservation Order

(TPO) Archbishop’s Waod (1989).
* Not fully accessed due lo debris within group. Has * Tree contractar fo coppice | P=Slems up to
. evidently sustained significant vandalism with resuiting tree atground level due to 100mm.
T5 | GoatWillow | M | 10 | 370# | 15 | G | Gomiearouts, evident poor condition and | T = persons
= Semi-malure shoots arising from fallen branches and limited future potential. accessing field.
ground surrounding tree.
Dead Hawthorn immediately north.
HEADINGS & ABBREVIATIONS
no. TREEGROUP REFERENCENUVRER REFER TOPLAN OR NUMBERED TAGS WHERE APPLICASLE
SPECIES: COMUON NAME
ASE: e YOUMNG SMe SEMIMATURE EM = EARLY MATURE. M=MAIURE PM = POST MATURE
HEIGHT: FPPROYIMATELY B% OF TREES ARE MEASLRED LSING AN ELECTRONIC CLINOMETER AND THE REMANCER ESTIMATED AGAINST THE MEASURED TREES
3 STEN DIAVE TER MEASURED OR ESTRMATED AT A HEIGHT OF APPRONMATELY 1 IMETRES
CROWN SPREAD NEASURED OR ESTIMATED DINVETER OF CROWN(S) AT THE WIDEST POINT
VITALITY: AMEASURE OF PHYSIOLOGICAL CONDITION WHERER'Y D = DEAD. MD = MORIBUND, P = POOR. M = MODERATE, G= GOOU
NANAGEMENT: SUFFIES (M) = FOR GENERAL ARBORIDULIURAL OR SKVICULTURAL MANAGEMENT, [S] = 10 REMOVE OR REDUGCE THE RISK OF IRECT DAMAGE TO A FDIED STRUCTURE BY MEANS OF CIRCUMF ERENTIAL ROOT, STEM CA BRANCH GROWTH, {[] = 10 ENARLE THE TREE(S) 10 BE WSFECTED
FURTHER FOR RISK ASSESSMENT PURPOSES
T HAGHEST VALUE TARGET THAT THE MOST SIGNIFICANT PART LIKELY TO FAL COUR D STRIKE RANCES 15 1 HIGH, & = LOW VALUEICCCUPANCY
RISK ASSESSMENT DESTRPTION:  DESCRIPTION OF PART IDENTFED AS MOST LKELY TOFAL AND ASSOCIATED TARGE T, ASSESSED IN ACCORDANCE WilH QTRASYSTEM
SQE SIZE CATEGORY OF MOST SIGHIFICANT PART CONSOERED UKELY TO FAIL - RANGES 1.4 WHERESY 1= LARGE 4= SMALL P = PROFERTY
P.OF: PROBASILITY OF FAILURE WITHEN 12 MONTHS RANGES 17 1= HIGH, 7+ LOW
MASS % WHERE THE MASS OF A TREE OR BRANCH IS REDUCED BY DEGRADATION THE RISK INDEX 15 MULTIPLED TO REFLECT THE PERCENTAGE OF MASS REDUCTION
RISK WDEX: F.G.RISE NDEX 20 = RISK OF SIONIFIZANT HARM 1 IN 20,000, AN ACOITIONAL FIGURE. 1N BRACK 3 SUFFIXED T' REPRECENTING THE RATE OF MULTIFLE OCCUPATION UVER THE YEAR EG W(WT) REPRESENTS ARISK OF HARM 11000010 10
OCCUPANTS OR AN EQUIVALENT NONETARY VALUE  SEE QTRA PRACTICE NOTE FOR MORE INFORMATEON REGARDNG COLOURS USED 10 SIGNIFY RiSK INDEX
WORK PRIORITY: H{HIGH) * TREE WORKS 10 B GIVEN IMUEDIATE CONSIDERATION M INODERATE) « TREE WORKS 10 BE CARIIED OUT WITHI 12 MONTHS OF SURVEY [TIMING MAY BE SPECH IED IN MANAGEMENT RECOMNENDATIONS) L {LOW) =

CONS DERED ESSENTIAL FOR RISK MANAGERENT PUROSES BUT ARE RECOMUENDED IN ACCORDANCE WiTH PRUDENT ARBIRICULTURAL MANAGEMENT (TO'BE REVENED M 12 MONTHS OR SPFCIFED TIME. IF APRUICRELE) KA = NOT AFPLICABLE




3 Land off. ton Road, Lancashire BB7

Client: _CCB Land Management

Brief:  Carry out an individual ree survey within area specified by clant. feport on projected risk posed to persons and property, Foge:20(8
and make management recommendations where appropriate
No. Species IAgc Height [ Stem Diam. crounlvu Comments Risk Wukl
fn) fmm) | Spread | ity Index | Priority
(ml
L P = Dead and
" Tree indicaled as suject o TPO Whalley Order (1957), | 11 coniactor 0 BMOVE gy g brancies
* Dead, evidently resultant of effects of Ash Dieback increased risk of failure upto
T6 | CommonAsh | M 16 | 600# | 17 D | Disease {ADD - see paragraph 3.6). and subsequent approximately N/A H
I* immediately adjacent to and overhanging footpath. . bie risk of harm 300mm diameter.
* Dense Ivy impeded inspection, i mmepns“ T = Persons using
PeTROR: public footpath.
® Tree confractor prune tree
to shorten deadwood over
™ Evident partially occluded historic damage at base on degire line footpaths to
north side. approximately 2m long | P = Deadwood up
= Moderately large amount of deadwood up to stubs and retain as habitat | fo approximately 500
T7 | CommonOak | M 20 | 1010 | 20 | M-G | approximately 200mm diameter and up to 8m long over | value. 200mm diameter. N/A K L
evident desire line footpaths to east. ® Tree consullant to T = Persons using
* Dense Hawthorn scrub impeded access below south reinspect tree when next desire lines.
west side of stem. in full leaf (i.e. during
summer 2024) to re-
aporaise vitality
P=Stemsupto
* Outlying tree to wider group. approximately
18 | Goat Willow | EM 14 180 9 G I* Mul§-stemmed from ground level with included bark o 200mm diameter. NA | <IM | NA
unions, T = Persons using
desire fines.
* Establish tree's ownership.
= If within boundaries: Tree
. contractor to remove tree
* Tree indicated as subject to TP_O Spring Wood (1962). o.6m high standing dead P = Stem at
* Evidently in late stages of terminal decline and largely stem due fo evident poor round fevel 400
79 | CommonOak | M | 19 | 600 | 14 | MD | dead at tme of survey. S el it | ToPaian (7S vl
* Located alop banking, but to south of stock fencing, with | . sed rick of failure acc3iva ok
ownership subsequently unclear. Incrogs IS g 190,
* If outside ownership
boundaries: Inform tree
owner of report findings.
I* Tree indicated as subject o TPO Spring Wood (1962). P = Deadwoad up
I* Located in southem edge of banking along boundary but to approximately
T10| DownyBirch | EM | 17 440 12 G | north of stock fence, with ownership subsequently = Establish tree's ownership.| 25mm diameter. NA | <IM| H
unclear. T = Persons
I Moderate stem lean south. accessing field.
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Site: Land off Aceringl'on Road, Whalley, Lancashire BS7
| Client:  CCB Lard Manazement .
Brief:  Camy out an individual tree survey within area specified by cient, report on projected risk posed to persons and property, Poge: 30f8
and make management recommendations where aporopnate
Ko. Species Age | Height |Stem Diam. | Crown | Vital- Comments Risk Risk Wiork
I I {m) {mm) Su'h:d ity I Description Mess % | Index | Priority
P = Dead and
" Located along roadside edge of wider wooded group. * Tree contractor to remove | moribund stems
= Trees out of leaf but evidently all in late stages of deciine | groupdue fo identified  Fnd branches up 19
&1 6ne. EM- | = < < | wo resultant of colonisation by ADD, with remaining canopy | increased risk of failure approximately N/A H
Common Ash | SM 7 450 14 cover faling into Classes 3-4 (See paragraph 3.6). and subsequent 200mm diameter.
= Qverhanging and adjacenl to moderalely high usage unacceplable risk of harm | T = Vehicles and
road. fo persons. occupants using
adjacent road.
* Tree contractor to prune
group to: |
a.Clear basal growth from |
both trees from ground
® Group indicated as subject to TPO Whaiey Order level to approximately
(1957). 3m height to facilitate
® Two malure trees standing in wider semi and early- clear detailed inspection
mature group. (). P = Stems at
%0, Common < < < " Not accessed due to topography and densa basal b.Lifl canapies o attain ground level.
G2 .Li e M 21 | ss0e | 14 M-G | growth. 5.2m clearance over T = Vehicles and N/A H
P Tree to east has moderate basal growth and tree lo west road and clearance from | occupants using
has very dense basal growth. footway (M). road.
# Both canopies show signs of previous retrenchment. ® Tree consultant to
* Passing vehicles evidenlly contacting canopy of tree to reinspect group during
west contacting. summer 2024,
immediately following
removal of basal growth,
to appraise structural
candition.
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Site: Land off Accrington Road, Whalley, Lancashire BB7

Client: _CCB Land Managzement

Brie:  Carry out an individual tree suweywlhnareaspectﬁadbydient, report on projected risk posed to persons and property,
and make management recommendations where approdriate

BTC2870

12 December 2023
with

No. Spacies Age | Height [Stem nmL Vital I Comments Risk Reduced | Risk
i) Description Mass% | Index
Partfarget)
* Woaded group in very steep soil banking sloping to
south to footway and road. = Tree contractor to remove
= Access within group severely limited due to steep terrain | all self set, young, multi-
and slippery conditions, and subsequently viewed largely | stemmed Sycamore and
from road and bank top. Hawthorn growing
* Several trees have moderate stem leans. immediately adjacent to
* Limited understorey growth. footway edge, and fo
" = Evidence of highly invasive Himalayan Balsam in parts. prune all vegetation to o
Doxnoy Schy  Dense Bramble and scrub along roadside impinging on | clear footway. P= Stems up to
rway approximately
Maple, |sw| s | < | = o, " Tree conbractor 10 pune | yaeey diameter
G3 S camo'ra M 17 500 1'4 = growing from kerb edge to footway and impinging on group to attain minimum T = Vehicles an d NA | <IM
OZI( HOM' footway and likely to displace kerb edges on future 2.5m canopy clearance occupants using
cr\é strut incremental growth. over footway, 5.2m road
P Several seif set multi-stemmed Sycamore and Hawthorn | canopy clearance over 2
" Several canopies impinging on street lighling and minor | road, and 1.5m clearance
encroachments over road. around each street light
= Ivy to several stems within group. (M).
" Low canapies within site itself over fencing. ® Client to initiate
* Tight unions to several Maple and Beech within group. programme of eradication
® One early-mature o mature Beech in group (marked of Himalayan Balsam.
G3a indicated as sublect to TPO Whalley Order [1957).
* Group incicated as subject to TPO Archbishop's Wood
1989). ® Tree contractor 1o prune P =Slems at
* Scrub group along road frontage. group to clear overhangs | ground level up to
6no. Common @ < < * Dense lvy in parts. from footway and road approximately 500
G4 | Hawthom, M 75 | 150 q * Canopies partially encroaching over footway and back to boundary. 150mm diameter. N/A K
Goat Wilow 4 highway. ® Client to initiate T = Vehicles and
= Evidenlly growing around some old structures. programme of eradicalion | occupants using
™ Dead Elder within group. of Himalayan Balsam, road.
[ Highly invasive Himalayan Balsam throughout droup.
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Site: Land 2ff Accrindton Road, Whalley, Lancashire BB

Cli y
Brief:  Carry oul an individual tre2 survey within area specified by client, report on projected risk posed to persons and property, Page: 5old l
and make management recommendations where appropriate J
No. Species Age | Heignt |Stem Diam.| Crown | Vitak Comments. g R Risk Target | Size I POF | Reducsd | Risk | Work
m) | (nm) | Spesa| ity Description Mass% | Index | Priority
| (PartTarget
= Moderately to closely spaced stand of mainly Goal i :ﬁ;"m’;‘: '?:‘u:v;
Wikow axd Ach.: el whh et
* In boggy ground to west, with better quality semi-mature boricultural m agagemem ‘
— i gu"‘a.‘“'eeﬁ';*‘w',‘; east. - practioss. N8: Stems may | P = Slems up to
cs| o | w | 2| = |2 ee e bk oo aﬁﬁfi'&mff"&'iunm kg areg | {09 fSMRd  ciafiding . * | 100v GEAGAE. | -4 5 | wa [am| L
ool 15 | 540 | 14 s 9ronn 9 and falen deadwood [T = Persons using Bt
 Two Ash wilin group coloised by ADD, withremaining | Where 8PPI0Ralz of footpath. ‘
canopy falling into Class 4, but not within falling e Glient lo initiate |
distances of public rights of way. programme of eradication ‘
® Dense invasive Himalayan Balsam throughout. of Himalayan Balsam i
» Group indicated as subject fo TPO Archbishop’s Wood 3
(1989). = Deadwood
2nc I Closely spaced group located immediately adjacentto  |* Tree contractor lo remove ':J aDp:?oxlmat el;yp t
2 < < = residential garden with several stems having previously | group due o unsuitability A .
c6 S{:::r;: e 13 160 4 ¢ been removed. for long term retention in Tszr:;:i':; 3 5 5% I L
B  Cunrently semi-malure, with significant potential for relation to location. ’B; dential gard eng
future growth, and subsequently considered unsultable garcen, |
for location over long term. —
® Group indicated as subject to TPO Archbishop’s Wood
(1989).
* Linear group of malure Oak and Sycamore to soulh, in
dense and closely spaced Holly and Hawthom evidently &
Common Ozk, oulgrown hedge. ) ) ’:0 a'::me:;p
o7 Sycamore, M < < < ve [ Group straddles ditch in parts, and possibly ownership |, 150mm diameter. | 4 2 NA 500 NiA
Holly, 185 | 700 14 boundary. T = Persans K
Hawthom * Canopies of Oaks low over site to east. accessing fleld
* Sycamore has significant retrenchment and upper B e
canopy dieback with deadwood up to approximately
150mm diameter, but evidently low usage below and
nt to canopy

gowland ?‘i
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_ Site: _Land off Accrinaton Road, Whalley. Lancashice BE7 M Abosvultoist |
Client:  CCB Land Management Survey Date: 12 December 2023
Briel:  Carry out an individual tree survey within area specified by client, report on projected risk posed to persons and property, ing Conditions: Overcast but briaht, with overnight rai pagu:old
and make management fations where appropriate BTC2870 S——
No. Spacies Age Height |Stem Diam.| Crown | Vil Comments Risk Target | Sire POF | Reduced Risk Work
m | (mn) | Spresa | iy Deseription Mass% | Index | Pricvity
(m) PartTagell
-ﬁ%McawdassubwthPOMthhopsmw h Tree contractor to coppice |
* Closely spaced group in far north-west comer of site, gm%a@hﬁszﬁ due P = Stems up lo
< < < emanating from south-west of footpath and south of continued ession of Y40mm diameter al
G8 | Goatwitow | M | 5 | o0 | 5 | 6D | watercourse. vl eyt goundlevel. | 3 | 3 | 4 | NA [<M| L
i Dense lvy and failed stems throughout, which impeded pu T = Persons using '
inspection. foolpath, with projected |1 byic tnotpath.
* Stems that have not failed have severe leans over mﬂ failure risk over
footpath to north-east, hQ em.
™ Group potentially indicated as subject to TPC Whalley _
Order (1957). » Cientto monitor Eim for | 7= SEMS B 10
go| WychEm, | o0 | < < £ | g [fClosaly spaced stand of Eim and Hawthorn in dense vy | signs of colonisation by ground level 3 3 6 NA | <m| L
Hawihom 12 | 160# | 6 to north of walercourse, but within indicated ownership Dutch Elm Disease and T-pe 2
: & = Persons using
boundary. associated dieback. blic footpath
 Dense Iv} impeded inspection. pu -
 Group potentially indicaled as subject to TPO Whalley
Order (1957). L
" Mixed tree belt along walercourse, with more eslablished Zf:shmu:::tf?o: te(r)l:lwe P = Dead 2nd
semi and early-malure trees along watercourse itself and due (o identified Ing eaged o ees
Common Ozk, s | < < < younger frees extending out to south. risk of faiure. NB: Stems 1o 200mm P
G10| Common Ash, M | 17 370 12 G-D F Apprc_)x_lmalely four A§h evidently colonised by ADD, with may be retaiﬁ ed as diameter 3 3 2 NA | SOK [ M
Alder gn:glf;ﬁ ?g;zpy falling into Classes 3-4 (see standing and fallen T = Persons using
b Ash are theoretically within faling distance of footpath to "v;ua‘:‘”mr?' nagtar}m ; foopei.
south and cne tree within falling distance of utility appropnele.
compound to north.
* Group potentially indicated as subject to TPO Spring P = Deadwood up
2n0. Common & < < Wood (1962). to approximately
Gi1 3 Alder EM 16 | 350 10 G [* Two Alder stems located outlying from main woodland to * N/A 25mm diameter. | 4 4 5 25% | <IM | NA
north-east, and stems evidently located within site T = Persons
boundaries. accessing field.

Boquq
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Site: Land off Accrindton Road, Whalley, Lancashire BB7
| Client: _CC8 Land Management ;
Briel.  Camy outan individual tree survey within area specified by client, report on projected risk posed to persans and property, Page:7ofB
and miake management recommendations where approgriate
Pa. Specirs I Age | Height ls«monm, Crown | Vital- I Commeris Risk Taget | Size | POF | Reduced | Risk | Work |
m) (mm) | Spread | ity Desceigtion Mass % | indec | Pricrity
iml _(ParuTarpet]
* Group of Predominantly Ash and Goat Willow.
= Evidently, under adjacent highways ownership, and
planted as part of pasl highways alteration scheme.
* Not accessed to inspect. ™ Client o contact
I Ash all heavily colonised by ADD, vith remaining canopy | applicable land owner
cover faling into Classes 3-4 (see paragraph 3.6) and (likely highways authority) | P = Dead and
stems evidently within falling distance of site and to notify them of survey  fTioribund stems up|
Common Ash, & i < highway. findings and associated to 350mm
G12| Goat Willow, | EM 1'7 45“0# 10 M-D [ Several patially falled Goat Willows to south-weslem recommendations. diameter. 1 2 2
Hawthom exlents. = Land owner's tree T = Vehicles and
I Group is evidently a wider continuation of aroup G3, contractor to remove and | occupants using
which is within client's ownership, with steep banking clear back fallen stems to road.
down to road. site boundary to facilitate
= Hawthom hedge located along dilapidated highway any stock fence repairs.
boundary fence on western and northern group edge
that borders client’s site.
= Several failed stems wilhin group have fallen into site.
= Various self set young and semi-mature trees and some
C:Td:‘rmeg:;k evidenliy planted Spiuce in loosely spaced group
o3 Vﬁliow Y- < < < s throughout site, largeiy to open areas to centre. NA A ;
Hawth or'n SM 8 150 4 I Group largely evidently self set following site becoming
Soruce * out of use for any other purpose.
* Not shown on Tree Survey Plan (TSP)

Bowland ‘lil.‘
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Site: Land off Accrington Road, Whalley, Lancashire BB7

Client: _ CCB Land Management Page:Bof8
Brief:  Cany out an individual tree survey within area specified by client, report on projected risk posed to persons and property, 2
and make management recommendations where approjri:
No. ] Species l Age l Keight | Stem lJIlm.| Crown [ Vital. | Comments Risk Target | Size I POF | Reduced | Risk | Work i
) o) | Spread | iy Description Mass% | Index | Priority
(m Fatiaget
* Areas of severe walerlogging throughout,
* Several instances of hung up and partially failed lrees
with hanging stems and branches throughout.
* Woodland evidently accessed by persons, with desire  [* Tree contractor fo remove
line footpaths and gaps in boundary fencing to adjacent | all hung up and parlially
residential properties. failed stems and branches
* Waterlogging topography and abandoned shelter with throughout group, leaving
Downy Birch litter and debris etc., which impeded inspection in parts. | as fallen deadwood on P = Dead and
Oak, Goat g I Evident gap between main group to weslgnd part of ground for hab]la( value [hung up s!ems up
Willow < - - group to east, bul tree age and form consistent across where appropriate. to approximately 500
w1 S o;e EM 17 500 14 G-D | wider group. » Client to consider 250mm diameter. | 4 3 2 NiA K M
Holly ~ * Little to no management evident throughout. preparation of fong term T = Persons
Hawlh (;m = Debris and rubbish dumped within, with indications that woodland management accessing
some of this may be from adjacent residential properfies. | plan, in conjunction with woodland.
Invasive Himalayan Balsam in parts, as well as dense tree consultant and an
areas of invasive Horses Tail. ecologist, to maintain and
* Two Birch stems to south west corner marked Wia have | improve long term tree
severe leans although failure would occur into evidently | cover.
low use woodland.
= Ar2a of scrubby Hawthom and Ivy to south west comer
adjacent fo footway edde.
™ Mature area of woodland. N
= Located on neighbouring land and not accessed to ljo-a[;;a:mryp
Common Oak, < < < inspect in detail.
W21 ™" Bage M1 21 | 10008 | 20 | ™€ k One Beechto south-west has evidently failed into site. 10?212':22“' 4 | 4| 2| 50% p<iM| NA
* Low canopies to ground on most parts over fence, which ing field
would require 2runing to renew fence aleng boundary. 200055 4
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? (Red) = Tree/GroupWoodland with Risk of Harm of 1/1,000 or graxtar

©) (Orange) ™ Trew/SroupMoodiand with Risk of Harm batwsen 1/1,000 and 1/10,000
© (Fallow) = TroafBroupMoodiand with Risk of Harm between 1/10,000 and 111,000,000
% (Breen) = TrewGroupWoodiand with Risk of Harm less than 1/1,00,000
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DISCLAIMER

Survey Limitati Unless stated all trees are viewed from gmund level usng non-i iy i The disch of hidden crown and slem defects, in particular where 1hey may be above a reachable

height or where trees are ivy clad or in areas of ground be d AI bvious defects, h , are \M\erelheoTRARskhdexis iculated as T or Broad|!

Aocsptable bu the tme(s) have not been adequately inspected (e. g We lo the presence of ivy andlor ground n which ded the ii ction), then it is | to follow the recommendations made in the

ions column and to have the tree(s) d as

Detailed tree safety appraisals are only carried out under specific written instructions. Comments upon evident tree safety relate to the condition of said tree at the time of the survey only. The level of detail of the survey

is as per the brief detailed on the Tree Survey Schedule and as per the specifics set out in the fee est for the project.

Unless otherwise stated all trees should be re-inspected annually in order to appraise their on-going h y and ph g condition. It should, however, be recognised that tree condition is subject 1o

change, hr example due to the effects of d-soosa. decay, hign winds, dcwlopmmworks. etc. Changes in land use or ske conditions (e.g. development that increases access frequency) and the occurrence of severe
id are also sig with reg tree | integrity and {rees should therefore be re-assessed in the context of such ges and/or and insp d at intervals relative to

identified and varying site conditions and associaled risks.

Where trees are located whdry or partially on neighbouring private third-party land then said land is not and our insp is theref ricted to what can reasonably be seen from within the site. Any

and j made in respect of such lrees are based on these and are our p y opinion only. ions for warks to neighb g third-party trees are only made

wnere a potentlally unacceplabie risk to persons andlor property has been identified during cur survey. Where scgnT'cart structural defects of third-parly Urees are identified and associated management works are
considered essential to negate any nsk of harm and‘or damage then we will first attempt to Inform the site occupier of the issues and, if not possible, then inform the relevant Council. Where a more detailed assessment
is cor y then dations are set out in the Tree Survey Schedule.

The potential influence of trees upon existing or proposed buildings or other structures, resulting from the effects of thelr roots abstracting water from shrinkable lcad-bearing soils, is not considered herein.

Copyright & Non-Disclosure Notice: The content and layout of this report are subject to copynght owned by Bomland Tree Consullancy Ltd, save to the extent that copyright has been legally assigned {0 us by
ancther peny or is used by Bowland Tree Consultancy Ltd under kicense. The report the Tree Cor Ltd until such time as payment in full for the services conducted as per the

dand Tree C: ltancy Lid's appointment has been compensated. The report may no( he oopled or used without our pdor written agreement far any purpose other than those indicated. Unauthorised
regroamon or usage of the repart by any person is prohibited.

Third Parties: Any disclosure of this document to a third party Is subject to this disclaimer. The report was prepared by Bowland Tree Consuitancy Lid at the instruction of and for use by our client, as named. This
report does not in any way constitute advice to any third party who is able to access it by any means. Bowland Tree Consultancy Ltd excludes to the fullest extent lawfully permitted all liabikty whatsoever for any loss or
damage arising from reliance on the contents of this report.

Statutory Tree Protection: It is the client’s responsibility to check for the presence of any slalulory tree prolection measures, such as the site's location within a Censervation Area andior the presence of any Tree
Preservation Orders, directly with the applicable Council's planning di 1 prior to scheduling or carrying out any free works. In tum, it is also the chent's responsibllity 1o check for the need for a felling licence with
the Forestry C pricr to ing or camying out any tree wovks Bowland Tree Consultancy Ltd cannot be held responsible for any decisions made by the clieal to prune or remove trees where any such
statutory protection exists.

Liability: This report was prepared for the sole use of The Client’ and, wheu apphuhle the client's ‘Agent, in | with the ag under which the ices wore instructed. No or
implied, is made as to the advice in this report or any other service provided by B d Tree C I Ltd. This report may not be refied ugon by any other party except the client or any third partyfor whom the
report s intended without the prior wrilten permi of Bowland Tres G y Ltd. The content of this report is, at least in part, based upon by d Y data and on the assumption
that all relevant information has been provided by those parties from whom it has been requested. Information obtained from any third party has not been i dently verified by Bow! Tree C. Ltd, unless
otherwise stated in the report.

Validity: The findings and recommendations contained within this report are, providing its i are cbsaved and the site condilions are retained as per the date(s) of the survey, valid for @ period of twelve

months from the last survey date. This period of validity may be reduced shoukd lhare be any ges In factors afft g both the and/or built str in relative imity to the trees. The

condition of uees should be re-appraised directly, through a site survey, following major weather events such as storms, changes undertaken 10 the site’s conditions, inclusive of demolition and/or gmund works, or the
of g site trees.
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Lower Than Average Benefits from Trees

Usually, the benefits provided by a tree will only be
significantly reduced below the ‘average benefits’ that
are typical for the species, age and situation, if the life
of the benefits is likely to be shortened, perhaps
because the tree is declining or dead. That is not to say
that a disbenefit, such as undesirable shading, lifting
of a footpath, or restricting the growth of other trees,
should not also be considered in the balance of costs
and benefits.

The horse chestnut tree in Figure 3 has recently died,
and over the next few years, may provide valuable
habitats. However, for this tree species and the
relatively fast rate at which its wood decays, the
lifetime of these benefits is likely to be limited to only
a few years. This tree has an already reduced value
that will continue to reduce rapidly over the coming
five to ten years at the same time as the Risk of Harm
is expected to increase. There will be changes in the
benefits provided by the tree as it degrades. Visual
qualities are likely to reduce while the decaying wood
provides habitats for a range of species, for a short
while at least. There are no hard and fast measures of
these benefits and it is for the tree manager to decide
what is locally important and how it might be
balanced with the risks.

Where a risk is within the Tolerable Region and the
tree confers lower than average benefits, it might be
appropriate to consider implementing risk control
while taking account of the financial cost. Here, VOSL
can be used to inform a decision on whether the cost
of risk control is proportionate. Example 3 below puts
this evaluation into a tree management context.

There will be occasions when a tree is of such minimal
value and the monetary cost of risk reduction so low
that it might be reasonable to further reduce an

already relatively low risk. Conversely, a tree might
be of such considerable value that an annual risk of
death greater than 1/10000 would be deemed
tolerable.

Occasionally, decisions will be made to retain elevated
risks because the benefits from the tree are particularly
high or important to stakeholders, and in these
situations, it might be appropriate to assess and
document the benefits in some detail. If detailed
assessment of benefits is required, there are several
methodologies and sources of information (Forest
Research 2010).

Delegating Risk Management Decisions

Understanding of the costs with which risk reduction
is balanced can be informed by the risk assessor’s
knowledge, experience and on-site observations, but
the risk management decisions should be made by the
tree manager. That is not to say that the tree manager
should review and agree every risk control measure,
but when delegating decisions to surveyors and other
staff or advisors, tree managers should set out in a
policy, statement or contract, the principles and
perhaps thresholds to which trees and their associated
risks will ordinarily be managed.

Based on the tree manager accepting the principles set
out in the QTRA Practice Note and or any other
specific instructions, the risk assessor can take account
of the cost/benefit balance and for mostsituations will

® Quantified Tree Risk Assessment Limited
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be able to determine whether the risk is ALARP when
providing management recommendations.

Table 4. QTRA Advisory Risk Thresholds
Thresholds  Description Action

y

111,000 e
Unacceptable
{where imposed on others) « Control the risk
Risks will not ordinarily be e Review the risk
tolerated
Tolerable
{by agreement) » Control the risk unless there is
Risks may be tolerated if broad stakeholder agreement to
those exposed fo the risk tolerate it, or the tree has
accept it, or the free has exceptional value
exceptional value » Review the nsk
1/10 000
Tolerable
(where imposed on athers) e Assess costs and benefits of risk
Risks are tolerabie if control
ALARP » Control the risk only where a
significant benefit might be
achieved at reasonable cost
« Review the risk
1/1 000 000
Broadly Acceptable

Risk is already ALARF « Ho action Guirently reguired

« Review the risk

QTRA Informative Risk Thresholds

The QTRA advisory thresholds in Table 4 are
proposed as a reasonable approach to balancing safety
from falling trees with the costs of risk reduction. This
approach takes account of the widely applied
principles of ALARP and ToR, but does not dictate
how these principles should be applied. While the
thresholds can be the foundation of a robust policy for
tree risk management, tree managers should make
decisions based on their own situation, values and
resources. Importantly, to enable tree assessors to
provide appropriate management guidance, it is
helpful for them to have some understanding of the
tree owner’s management preferences prior to
assessing the trees.

A Risk of Harm that is less than 1/1 000 000 is Broadly
Acceptable and is already ALARP. A Risk of Harm
1/1000 or greater is unacceptable and will not
ordinarily be tolerated. Between these two values, the
Risk of Harm is in the Tolerable Region of ToR and
will be tolerable if it is ALARP. In the Tolerable
Region, management decisions are informed by

consideration of the costs and benefits of risk control,
including the nature and extent of those benefits
provided by trees, which would be lost to risk control
measures.

For the purpose of managing risks from falling trees,
the Tolerable Region can be further broken down into
two sections. From 1/1 000 000 to less than 1/10 000,
the Risk of Harm will usually be tolerable providing
that the tree confers ‘average benefits’ as discussed
above. As the Risk of Harm approaches 1/10 000 it
will be necessary for the tree manager to consider in
more detail the benefits provided by the tree and the
overall cost of mitigating the risk.

A Risk of Harm in the Tolerable Region but 1/10 000
or greater will not usually be tolerable where it is
imposed on others, such as the public, and if retained,
will require a more detailed consideration of ALARP.
In exceptional circumstances a tree owner might
choose to retain a Risk of Harm that is 1/10000 or
greater. Such a decision might be based on the
agreement of those who are exposed to the risk, or
perhaps that the tree is of great importance. In these
circumstances, the prudent tree manager will consult
with the appropriate stakeholders whenever possible.

5. EXAMPLE QTRA CALCULATIONS AND RISK
MANAGEMENT DECISIONS

Below are three examples of QTRA calculations and
application of the QTRA Advisory Thresholds.

Example 1.

Target Size Probability of Failure Risk of Harm

Range 6 X A i 3 = Al oo e

Example 1 is the assessment of a large (Size 1),
unstable tree with a probability of failure of between
1/100 and >1/1 000 (PoF 3). The Target is a footpath
with less than one pedestrian passing the tree each
week (Target 6). The Risk of Harm is calculated as less
than 1/1 000 000 (green). This is an example of where
the Target is so low consideration of the structural
condition of even a large tree would not usually be
necessary.

© Quantified Tree Risk Assessment Limited
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Example 2.
Target Size Probability of Failure Risk of Harm
Range 1 X 4 X 3 = 1(2T)/ 50 000

In Example 2, a recently dead branch (Size 4)
overhangs a busy urban high street that is on average
occupied constantly by two people, and here Multiple
Target occupation is considered.

Having an average occupancy of two people, the Risk
of Harm 1(2T)/50 000 (yellow) represents a twofold
increase in the magnitude of the consequence and is
therefore equivalent to a Risk of Harm 1/20000
(yellow). This risk does not exceed 1/10 000, but being
a dead branch at the upper end of the Tolerable Region
it is appropriate to consider the balance of costs and
benefits of risk control, Dead branches can be expected
to degrade over time with the probability of failure
increasing as a result. Because it is dead, some of the
usual benefits from the branch have been lost and it
will be appropriate to consider whether the financial
cost of risk control would be proportionate.

Example 3.
Target Size Probability of Failure Risk of Harm
Range 3 X 3 X 3 = 1/500 000

In Example 3, a 200mm diameter defective branch
overhangs a country road along which travel between
470 and 48 vehicles each day at an average speed of
50kph (32mph) (Target Range 3). The branch is split
and is assessed as having a probability of failure for
the coming year of between 1/100 and 1/1 000 (PoF
Range 3). The Risk of Harm is calculated as 1/500 000
(yellow) and it needs to be considered whether the risk
is ALARP. The cost of removing the branch and
reducing the risk to Broadly Acceptable (1/1 000 000)
is estimated at £350. To establish whether this is a
proportionate cost of risk control, the following
equation is applied. £2 000000 (VOSL) x 1/500 000 =
£4 indicating that the projected cost of £350 would be
disproportionate to the benefit. Taking account of the
financial cost, risk transfer to arborists and passers-by,
the cost could be described as being grossly
disproportionate, even if accrued benefits over say ten
years were taken into account.
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