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1.1

1.2

1.3

1.4

Executive summary

As a Local Authority the London Borough of Southwark has a duty to ensure
public safety whilst maintaining an environmentally diverse and valuable
landscape. Residents and visitors to the borough have a reasonable
expectation that they can enjoy the benefits of the environment assured that
associated risks presented by trees are managed to acceptable and balanced
levels. In this context the regulator, the Health and Safety Executive,
recognises that there is a balance to be struck between the risks and benefits
of trees: “public safety aspects can be addressed as part of the approach to
managing tree health and tree owners should be encouraged to consider
public safety as part of their overall approach to tree management.”

Whilst it is very rare to be injured or killed by a falling tree (the most recent
statistics approximate the risk as 6 deaths per annum, or 1 in 10 million risk of
death associated with tree failures in or adjacent to areas of high public
usage, a further 55 people may be seriously harmed in any given year?) a
formal plan articulating the policy decision, the method by which it was arrived
at and the endorsement from stakeholders can be a vital asset if an incident
were to occur. The purpose of this is proportional management of tree related
risk with the associated requirements of providing audit trails, presentation of
evidence, and a process for review.

The Tree Risk Management Strategy (TRMS) identifies key management
issues and sets out a system in mitigation which is intended to manage risk at
a level as low as reasonably practicable whilst retaining the benefits of
Southwark’s valuable and diverse tree stock. Initially the document sets out
the purpose of the Strategy, its context within Southwark’s policy framework
and the legal background within which it has been developed. There is no
single statute or source of guidance which focuses singularly on tree risk
management, therefore this is explored fully in order to inform why the
document and the tree risk management system described therein are
necessary. Southwark’s corporate responsibilities are also set out at this
stage in order to clearly define the hierarchy of support required to ensure the
success of the Strategy.

Modern tree risk management systems are based on the concept of target
zoning whereby areas are categorised according to the degree of public
usage where trees are located. The HSE recommends that at least two zones
should be used to include trees, and this approach has been adopted in
Southwark’s TRMS: zone 1 is categorised as where there is frequent public
access to trees to include highway, school, parks and trees located on
housing estates. Default inspection frequencies are set out with mechanisms
to increase frequency according to the risk that individual trees may present.
Zone 2 includes trees that are subject to less frequent

public access e.g. trees in woodlands, cemeteries, allotment gardens etc. The
approach here is to map sites zonally in to target areas according to their
differing site usage; therefore ensuring risk is managed proportionally on
these often larger sites. Many sites mapped in this way will therefore include
trees which are inspected on a regular basis and many which are not

" HSE, SIM 01/2007/05, Management of the risk from falling trees 2005
www. hse.gov.uk/foi/internalops/sectors/ag_food/1_07_05.pdf

2 The National Tree Safety Group have identified that the overall estimated risk of death per year from falling or fallen
trees and branches in the UK is about 1 in 10 million with an additional 55 serious injuries
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inspected at all e.g. trees in woodlands away from roads and public footpaths.
The ability to change zonal categorisation and the inspection frequency of
individual trees not only allows officers to manage trees according to their
physiological condition and size, but also consider any change of
circumstances in land use; in recent years Southwark has hosted an
increasing number of events in its parks and green spaces, therefore
prescribing a simple procedure for events planners ensures that any
enhanced risk associated with the gathering of large numbers of people is
taken in to account and managed proportionately.

Within the system there are several types of inspection which are used
according to the scope of the survey. For example, a proactive routine
condition survey undertaken within zone 1 will require a different approach
and resource allocation from a post storm survey where large numbers of
trees are inspected quickly to assess associated damage. Different types of
inspection require service by staff with appropriate levels of skill and
experience. With this in mind a competency framework will be in operation to
ensure key personnel are effectively trained and continued professional
development is undertaken.

Further to the main body of the system sections for programmes, reporting
and communications highlight the necessity for post survey organisational
structure and maintaining the feedback mechanisms necessary to improve
processes, whilst procedures for managing severe weather and dangerous
trees are briefly set out and then explored in further detail in separate
appendices. Climate change and pests and diseases are also given
consideration in the context of future tree risk management.

This Strategy is intended as a document describing the concepts, challenges
and expectations surrounding tree risk and how Southwark intends to
manage those challenges and expectations. It is also intended as working
document for all those operating within the system, whether directly as a
specialist officer or engaging with the tree risk management system as a
stakeholder. The implementation of the system will ensure that Southwark
manages tree risk proportionately across the borough keeping its residents,
employees and visitors as safe as is reasonably practicable whilst maintaining
a healthy, sustainable and diverse tree stock for all to enjoy. The success of
the Strategy is however contingent upon the continued service and vigilance
of key officers ensuring that regular review and improvements are undertaken
in order to measure its performance.

The TRMS forms a key element of the Southwark Tree Management Policy
document which sets out a comprehensive position on how trees are valued,
maintained and considered in existing and future landscapes within the
borough.
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3.1

Purpose of the Strategy

The London Borough of Southwark manages approximately 80,000 trees;
16,000 in streets, 44,000 park trees, 17,000 in housing estates, 3,000 located
in school grounds and 54 hectares of woodland, including 64 local Sites of
Importance for Nature Conservation. It is therefore important that the Tree
Risk Management Strategy reflects the management of risk in such a diverse
tree stock set across a wide range of land usages.

The Tree Risk Management Strategy makes clear all legal responsibilities,
assesses how Southwark operates to mitigate the risk from trees, and sets
out detailed associated procedures and methodologies. The Strategy will
deliver a system to ensure expenditure of time and available budget
proportionate to manage the risk.

All inspected trees will be set an inspection frequency according to risk in
order to inform further surveys and remedial works programmes.

In order to deliver the Strategy Southwark will prioritise tree work so as to
deal effectively in the first instance with areas of highest volume of vehicular
and pedestrian traffic, and public usage e.g. roads, schools, parks, footpaths,
play areas, etc.

The Strategy will develop and utilise the skills of non-arboricultural site
managers e.g. Parks Managers, Housing Officers, and School Site Managers
within the tree risk management system ensuring commensurate levels of
training is undertaken and/or qualification are achieved where appropriate
and new best industry practise guidelines are adhered to.

The success of the Strategy will be measured using Key Performance
Indicators (Section 19) and reviewed periodically.

Policy context

The Tree Risk Management Strategy is intended to link in to the following
wider London Borough of Southwark Health and Safety/Risk management
strategies and policies:

Health and Safety Policy:

http://thesource.southwark.gov.uk/assets/files/9491/E-L-Health-and-Safety-

Policy-Dec-18-DC.pdf

Health and Safety reference manual:

http://thesource.southwark.gov.uk/assets/legacy/getasset?id=fAA4ADIAMQA

2AHWAfABUAHIAdQBIAHWAfAAWAHWAO

Risk Management Strategy:

http://thesource.southwark.gov.uk/tools-and-resources/risk-and-

insurance/corporate-risk-management2/our-risk-management-strategy/



http://thesource.southwark.gov.uk/assets/files/9491/E-L-Health-and-Safety-Policy-Dec-18-DC.pdf
http://thesource.southwark.gov.uk/assets/files/9491/E-L-Health-and-Safety-Policy-Dec-18-DC.pdf
http://thesource.southwark.gov.uk/assets/legacy/getasset?id=fAA4ADIAMQA2AHwAfABUAHIAdQBlAHwAfAAwAHwA0
http://thesource.southwark.gov.uk/assets/legacy/getasset?id=fAA4ADIAMQA2AHwAfABUAHIAdQBlAHwAfAAwAHwA0
http://thesource.southwark.gov.uk/tools-and-resources/risk-and-insurance/corporate-risk-management2/our-risk-management-strategy/
http://thesource.southwark.gov.uk/tools-and-resources/risk-and-insurance/corporate-risk-management2/our-risk-management-strategy/
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5.2

Legal background

A local government organization has a large range of statute law and civil
case precedent on which to draw guidance for the formulation of a Tree Risk
Management Strategy. The local authority has responsibilities to dispense a
‘duty of care’ to residents, people visiting land in its ownership, its employees
and to those using highways within its control. These responsibilities are set
out in the Health and Safety at Work Act?® and the Occupiers Liability Acts of
1957 and 1984“. Further legal background is explored in Appendix 1 - Tree
risk and the law for reference to relevant statute and case law.

National guidance

The following list of publications, whilst not intended to be exhaustive,
represents some of the most helpful technical insight available to industry
practitioners formulating tree risk management systems:

National Tree Safety Group guidance ‘Common Sense Risk Management
of Trees’, published December 20115.

The National Tree Safety Group (NTSG) 11 was convened in August 2007 to
develop a nationally-recognised approach to tree safety management and to
provide guidance that is proportionate to the actual risks associated with
trees.

The NTSG released its guidance ‘Common Sense Risk Management of
Trees’ in December 2011. This is the first national guidance on tree risk
management available to tree owners, and followed extensive industry and
government consultation.

The NTSG'’s overall approach is that the evaluation of what is reasonable
should be based on a balance between benefits and risks from trees. This
position is underpinned by a set of five key principles:

e Trees provide a wide variety of benefits to society

Trees are living organisms that naturally lose branches or fall

The overall risk to human safety is extremely low

Tree owners have a legal duty of care

Tree owners should take a balanced and proportionate approach to tree
safety management.

The NTSG’s guidance states that tree owners should take a balanced and
proportionate approach to tree management that forms the basis of a tree
safety strategy which covers three essential aspects:
» Zoning: appreciating tree stock in relation to people or property
+ Tree inspection: assessing obvious tree defects
* Managing risk at an acceptable level: identifying, prioritising and
undertaking safety work according to level of risk.

3 Health and Safety at Work Act 1974, Section 3 (1) https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/1974/37/section/3
4 The Occupiers Liability Acts 1957 & 1984 https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/1984/3/contents

> National Tree Safety Group (2011) Common Sense Risk Management of Trees. Forestry Commission,
Edinburgh. https://www.forestry.gov.uk/pdf/FCMS024.pdf/$FILE/FCMS024.pdf
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The NTSG’s guidance requires that areas of land are defined according to
levels of use, prioritising the most used areas. High use zones are areas used
by many people every day, such as busy roads, other well-used routes, car
parks and children’s playgrounds, or where property many be affected. Trees
in areas of high public use require an inspection regime. Trees in areas with
low public use require less frequent inspection.

Well-Managed Highway Infrastructure: A Code of Practice; Department
for Transport (2016)8

This National Code sets out government guidance on best practice for
highway maintenance, with section B.4.10. (P87) Condition of Landscaped
Areas and Trees dealing specifically with the maintenance of highway trees.
Section B.5.4 concentrates on the inspection of trees within and outside the
highway boundary.

HSE Sector Information Minute (“SIM”) Management of the risk from
falling trees or branches (2013)’

This document sets out the Regulator’s expectations of corporate duty
holders for the management of trees in a health and safety at work context.
Although not intended as a guide to duty holders, it does set out a broad
framework for decision-making that is relevant to all involved in managing
trees. Indeed, it is regularly referenced in civil proceedings and is of direct
relevance to corporate duty holders.

Forestry Commission Practise Guide ‘Hazards from Trees’ A General
Guide (2000)8

This guide focuses on trees in a rural woodland setting, but its principles can
often be reasonably applied to trees in the urban environment. It is also
referenced in civil proceedings and as a source of further information in the
HSE SIM.

Arboricultural Association Guidance Note 7 — Tree Surveys: A Guide to
Good Practice®(2016)

Whilst this Guide does not provide detailed procedures for tree inspection, or
replace the range of existing guidance on tree health and condition, it seeks
to assist the tree surveyor to clarify survey objectives, know where to find
appropriate information, ensure that they meet their duty of care and identify
opportunities for the use of technology to assist with collection, storage, and
presentation of data.

Southwark will continue to consider future guidance as it becomes available
(as Set out in KPI 3).

6 Well-Managed Highway Infrastructure: A Code Of Practice; Department for Transport (2016
http://www.ukroadsliaisongroup.org/en/utilities/document-summary.cfm?docid=4F93BA10-D3B0-4222-
827A8C48401B26AC

7 HSE, SIM 01/2007/05, Management of the risk from falling trees 2005

www. hse.gov.uk/foi/internalops/sectors/ag_food/1_07 _05.pdf

8 Forestry Commission Practise Guide ‘Hazards from Trees’ A General Guide (2000)
www.forestry.gov.uk/website/publications.nsf/WebPubsByISBN/FEOF 15B6DCFF1B7680256F9E00597C21.
9 Arboricultural Association Guidance Note 7 — Tree Surveys: A Guide to Good Practice (2016)
https://www.trees.org.uk/Book-Shop/Products/Guidance-Note-7-Tree-Surveys—-A-Guide-to-Good-Pr
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Corporate Governance

LB Southwark must take all reasonably practicable precautions to ensure that
all its trees are in a safe condition as far as is reasonably practicable.

LB Southwark is expected in law, as set out in Section 4, to ensure that it
takes steps towards the good management of trees within its responsibility to
ensure that it meets its duty of care to the public, contractors and staff.

The following chart and table illustrate the hierarchy of corporate governance
and health and safety structure currently in operation in the organisation
supporting the tree service.

Chief Officer Team

Corporate Governance Panel

Central Health & Safety Commitee

Departmental Health & Safety Commitee (Environment &
Leisure)

Strategic Director of Environment & Leisure

Director of Leisure

Head of Parks & Leisure

Group Manager Parks & Open Spaces

Arboricultural Services Manager

Figure1 - LBS Corporate Governance and Health & Safety reporting structure

Responsibility Area of Work

Chief Officer Team Overall responsibility for Health & Safety
Corporate Governance Panel Strategic governance

Central Health & Safety Committee Health & Safety governance
Departmental Health & Safety Health & Safety performance

Committee (Environment & Leisure

Strategic Director of environment & Policy, Strategic Direction & Corporate Decision

Leisure Making. Health & Safety

Director of Leisure Policy, Strategic Direction & Corporate Decision
Making




6.4

6.5

Head of Parks & Leisure Overall Departmental responsibility & financial
allocations

Group Manager Parks & Open Spaces | Performance of Service in accordance with
corporate governance

Tree Services Manager Day to day management of the service

Table 1 - corporate governance, H&S hierarchy and areas of work

The EL (Environment & Leisure) departmental management team is
committed to pursuing progressive improvements in health and safety
performance. Managers are responsible for ensuring risk assessments,
annual audits and action plans are fully implemented. The department plans
to continue the management led health and safety culture and therefore the
Head of Sustainability and Business Development has been nominated as the
management appointee with special responsibility for coordinating health,
wellbeing and safety. Each division with the EL department has appointed a
manager with defined health and safety responsibilities.

The EL departmental management team is responsible for managing health
and safety within their areas of responsibility, ensuring adequate resources
are available.



Tree Risk Management System

An approach to risk assessment that seeks absolute safety or the removal of
all hazards or eradication of all risk will result in the loss of the benefits
associated with trees. However, by assessing and controlling risks from tree
hazards, Southwark will fulfil its responsibility for the safety of people and
meet its requirements under the law.

TREE RISK MANAGEMENT

+|dentification of training requirements/competencies

*Allocation of Site Managers/Arboricultural Officers /Site
Managers to identified sites,/areas

*Plan frequency/timings of inspections
*Ensure reporting and recording methods arefit for purpose

=Manage budgets for remedial works

TARGET ASSESSMENT

swhere available)

te target assessment information to mapping

PRIORITISE INSPECTION FREQUENCIES
*Using Target Assessment information, set inspection frequencies according to
risk
+Collate inspectionfrequencies into the Tree Risk Management Programme
»Set targets for completion of inspectionsand monitor

HAZARD ASSESSMENT
+Carry out formal tree inspectionsas set out in the Tree Risk Management
Programme
+If required seek further assistance from Arboricultural Team

*Record any changes in use which may influence target zoning

RISK ASSESSMENT

sArboricultural Officersto carry out detailed assessments if required
«Arboricultural officers/site managers to review inspection frequency
following survey and amend as necessary

REDUCE THE RISK

*|Jse risk assessment survey information to produce a programme of remedial operations
priority as set outinthe Tree Risk Management Strategy
ough Confirm (identify shortfallsin budget and report to Arboricultural
Services Manager)

*Consider moving the target
*Monitor works and record findings on shared drive

Figure 2 - Tree Risk Management Process
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Definitions of hazard, risk and target

Hazards

Like all living organisms, trees are subject to physiological and/or structural
decline whether by natural aging (senescence), and/or through infection by
decay causing pathogenic organisms or pests. As a tree deteriorates or
becomes diseased it is increasingly likely to shed limbs or fall in strong winds
and therefore constitute a hazard with potential to cause harm to people and
property. Trees are also sometimes subject to abiotic damage caused by
vandalism, road traffic accidents and authorised or unauthorised development
works which can directly cause or accelerate deterioration resulting in
hazards forming.

Risk

Tree Risk is related to the location of the tree and reflects the intensity of use
by people of the immediate surroundings and the proximity to property.
Although a tree may constitute a hazard it will only become a significant risk if
a person, or property (the target) is within falling distance of the tree (target
area).The levels of risk therefore vary on a site which can be reflected by
mapping target zones.

Assessing the Target

Using a target-led approach for assessing and reducing risk will meet
Southwark’s duty of care with regard to safety while ensuring any loss of
amenity value only occurs when essential to managing risk. In evaluating
whether such risks are significant, hazards need to be identified and the
targets assessed before considering the future viability of individual trees.

A target assessment classifies the level and type of use of a site as well as
identifying possible targets and assessing the benefits the tree may provide.

It evaluates the nature of the targets in order to predict their frequency of
presence within the target area and the extent of potential harm. For example
particular care is taken where a tree is close to the highway, residential
properties, and public utilities. Vulnerability to impact is also a factor where
moving vehicles require special consideration, because in addition to being hit
by falling trees and limbs, they may hit fallen parts or other vehicles in taking
avoiding action.

Structure of the System

Using a target-led approach the tree risk management system is pro-active,
rather than reactive, with problems identified as part of a routine assessment
rather than reacting to reports regarding specific trees as they arise. The risk
management process identifies the risks with the greatest degree of harm and
the greatest probability of occurring, ensuring that they are managed in a
hierarchy of descending priority.

The tree risk management system will operate on a zoning basis in two
distinct tiers according to land usage categorisation with prescribed baseline
inspection frequencies:

Zone 1

Trees allocated to Zone 1 status include all trees situated on the Highway, In
Parks, Housing Estates and Schools in Local Authority control. The default
inspection frequency for trees in Zone 1 is 3 yearly (Schools — 2 yearly) based
on general target assessment information. In order to safely manage trees

11



which are identified as requiring an increased inspection frequency within the
zone e.g. large trees adjacent to principal roads and/or trees infected by
pathogens, it is possible to increase the frequency up to 6 months. In this way
the default frequency sets a general requirement for the given classification
type and targets enhanced cyclical assessment for individual trees as
appropriate. Trees which are assigned a frequency greater than 3 yearly will
be identified through a 6 monthly reporting mechanism to ensure all cycles
are reviewed and maintained as necessary.

Zone 1

Classification Criteria Inspection
frequency
Highway trees Trees adjacent to roads or footpaths 3 years default - 6
over which the public has the right of | months increased
access to include streets and lanes frequency
as well as main roads and trunk
roads
Park trees Trees located on parks and open 3 years default -6

spaces with public access

months increased
frequency

Housing trees

Trees located on housing estate land

3 years default - 6
months increased
frequency

School trees

Trees located in the grounds of
schools or school playing fields,
including ‘Forest School’ sites

2 years default - 6
months increased
frequency

Table 2 - Zone 1 classification, criteria and inspection frequency

12
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Zone 2 - Target zoning

Trees allocated to Zone 2 status include trees situated within woodlands,
other Sites of Importance to Nature, Cemeteries and Allotment sites. The
default inspection frequency for trees in Zone 2 is 5 yearly based on general
target assessment information.

Zone 2

Classification Criteria Inspection frequency

Woodland trees Trees located in woodland sites 0-5 years >6 months
increased frequency

Other sites of Trees located within all other non- 0-5 years >6 months

Importance to Nature woodland sites of Importance to increased frequency

Nature

Cemeteries Trees located within cemetery sites 0-5 years >6 months
increased frequency

Allotment sites Trees located within allotment sites 0-5 years >6 months
increased frequency

Table 3 — Zone 2 classification, criteria and inspection frequency

Within Zone 2 sites there is additional scope to create multiple target zones
proportionate to differing site usage; therefore ensuring risk is managed
proportionally on these often larger sites (it should be noted that some areas
of sites within Zone 2 will experience as much public usage as some parks
whereas others will be densely populated with trees and rarely visited). The
target zones generated will reflect normal site usage, but will be kept under
review as circumstances may change. An event involving large groups of
people may change the status for the duration of the event (see section 11);
new paths or re-routed paths and roads will also change the patterns of use
and may change the target zone. Equally, management regimes e.g.
woodland management practises may influence zonal allocation. All staff
should be mindful to such changing circumstances and if necessary should
discuss the review of a particular zone with the Arboricultural Services
Manager/Arboricultural Officers.

The aim of the target assessment process is to provide accurate information
which informs the generation of a layer on the Council’s GIS geo-mapping
system for each Zone 2 site of importance to nature by considering the
following factors:

¢ the age, species and condition of the trees,

¢ the number and frequency of people and vehicles within falling
distance,

o whether there are children likely to be put at risk,

¢ the use of property nearby,

e any significant likelihood and severity of risk of harm being caused.

13




Target Zone Criteria Inspection Frequency

1 - High Trees located within falling 3 years — Full Asset
distance of highways or inspections (up to 6 months
property increased frequency for

individual trees)

2 - Medium where large numbers of 4 years — Full Asset
individuals are likely to inspections (up to 6 months
congregate e.g. for events increased frequency for

individual trees)

3-Low Cycle paths, formal foot 5 years — VTA'0 Basic
paths, public rights of way, Inspection (full asset survey to
bridleways, etc. risk trees where required/up to

6 months increased
frequency)

4 - Very Low Woodland areas away from No inspections required
roads, public rights of way,
footpaths. Sites of very low
usage.

Table 4 Target Zoning, Criteria and Inspection Frequency

Cemetery

- A High Risk
B Medium Risk
C Low risk
D Very low risk

7.93

Figure 3 - Target Zoning Mapping example (Nunhead Cemetery)

Individual trees may be given a higher or lower inspection priority than the risk
zone in which they are sited (see paragraph 7.8). For instance, an exception
may be given to trees that are found to have a higher hazard potential than
their risk zone suggests, such veteran trees in relatively low usage

10 Visual Tree Assessment (VTA) process - Mattheck, C. and Breloer, H. (1994) The Body Language of Trees: A

handbook for failure analysis. The Stationery Office, London.
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conservation sites, or very large single specimen trees sited in open areas
which attract people from surrounding areas. Also, species known to have a
higher incidence of failure as they are associated with specific pest and
disease problems e.g. Horse Chestnuts and Ash trees should be considered
as exceptions within risk zones. Similarly a tree may be prescribed a reduced
cycle of inspection following a Visual Tree Assessment (VTA).

Only trees greater than 150mm in diameter (measured at 1.5 meters above
ground level) are included in the risk assessments. This is based on research
of documented tree failures that found that most failures occur in trees greater
than 150mm in diameter (DBH). Where trees are in woodlands or groups,
only trees along the edges of woodlands or adjacent to recognised pathway
systems within wooded areas and groups are surveyed, unless they are
identified with a priority zone as above.

Third parties managing sites

Several woodland and other sites of importance to nature are managed by
third sector organisations. The terms of lease agreements set out the
following expectations:

A ground level visual tree inspection will be carried out by the site manager
annually. It is desirable for site managers to hold LANTRA" basic tree
inspection qualification.

A Southwark Council Tree Officer will provide a programmed tree survey on a
5 year schedule'?. Tree works (excepting emergencies), will be carried out in
compliance with the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981, (As Amended).

Inspection of trees and infrastructure will be undertaken after adverse
weather. Any issues will be reported to Southwark Council immediately.

11 | ANTRA. National Training Organization for the Land Based Industries.
12 Woodlands to be subject to Zone 2 target zoning, therefore multiple inspection frequencies within a
single site with a 5 yearly default as a minimum.

15
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Surveying, inspection and remedial works

Southwark employs a series of different inspection types as appropriate to
risk and conditions:

o Full Asset Inspection (Proactive survey)
o Basic Visual Tree Assessment (VTA) Inspection (Negative survey)
o Post Storm Event Inspections (Negative survey)

The standard inspection type is a Full Asset Inspection undertaken as part
of a condition survey. This is proactively programmed with a set baseline
frequency (usually 3 yearly) which ensures that every individual tree is
inspected at regular intervals where its condition, measurements and
recommendations for remedial works are updated. The remedial works
recommended inform the formulation of works programmes on a monthly
basis to ensure identified risk is managed appropriately.

Basic Visual Tree Assessment (VTA) Inspections are carried out within a
negative survey of a large group of trees e.g. a woodland where individual
tree inspection would prove impracticable. A negative survey identifies only
individual trees where significant defects are present, the inspector recording
these as they would with a Full Asset Inspection.

Recognising that there may be a heightened risk from trees during and
following extreme weather events it is important that all publically accessible
sites within the authorities control are subject to additional inspections within
the shortest timeframe reasonably practicable. Post Storm Event
Inspections are also undertaken as part of a negative survey to reflect the
large number of trees requiring inspection. There are two types of post storm
inspection which together ensure the trees subject are subject to a quick
visual check once a storm has subsided:

o Post storm event inspection — highways drive-by inspection
o Post storm event inspections — parks, housing, schools and other sites

Further detailed information pertaining to inspection and survey types can be
can be accessed in Appendix 2 - Inspections, remedial works and monitoring.

16
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9.2

9.3

Detailed Investigation

A specialist examination of trees may be required where trees cannot be fully
assessed by visual inspection methods alone. This type of inspection would
normally be specified or requested to evaluate extent and type of decay
present in the trunk, major branches or roots. In some cases this may require
the use of specialised devices, but the equipment alone cannot be relied upon
to make the evaluation. The presence of other factors such as wind loading,
which are affected by the height and sail area of the crown, and exposure
must also be assessed in relation to the results.

www.PiCUS-Info.com

Figure 4 — Tomographic image representing structural integrity of a cross section stem.

In many cases it is not appropriate to carry out a detailed investigation. For
instance, a woodland tree within a low risk zone would warrant less
commitment in terms of the level of inspection than a large tree in next to the
highway. It must also be borne out that some methods of evaluation are
invasive, and cause damage to the tree. Typically, this type of damage is
caused by holes being bored into existing decay columns which subsequently
break down barriers created by the tree and allow the pathogen to move into
previously sound wood. Therefore, the inspector must make a judgement
whether the inspection warrants an invasive type of evaluation technique, and
where possible, define the method of evaluation when specifying the
additional inspection.

Generally the criteria for instigating further investigations are as follows:

The tree(s) has been formally inspected as part of a condition survey or ad
hoc inspection

The inspector has been unable to qualify the significance of the defect or
extent of decay

The results of further investigations are required to inform, along with other
factors as described above, future management recommendations

An audit trail of decision making including technical evidence is necessary in
order to justify potentially contentious management recommendations.

17
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10.2

10.3

10.4

10.5

Competencies/roles and responsibilities

Only staff qualified to Level 2 and above in Arboriculture or as approved by
the Arboricultural Services Manager may carry out full asset formal cyclical
inspections. Only staff qualified to level 3 or above may carry out further
advanced inspections/surveys and will report the requirements for advanced
inspections to the Arboricultural Services Manager.

Appropriate records of staff qualifications will be held on file e.g. LANTRA
certification. The Arboricultural Services Manager will maintain a competency
framework to inform the approval process and engage staff in annual in-
house refresher courses.

Tree work contractors and contracted parks staff also have a duty to report
any significant hazards that may be apparent during the course of their work,
and in extreme cases may take appropriate action to address the hazard
without further consultation.

All involved staff must ensure that the trees identified in the Inspection as
having a high risk of injuring people are made safe as soon as is reasonably
practicable — usually within a day. In any Target Zone, trees which show
obvious signs of imminent collapse or other serious hazards should be dealt
with immediately on Emergency Call Out. This may require the use of
temporary fencing and signage to keep people and vehicles away from the
area until such time as the works can be carried out.

All other control measures shall be undertaken as soon as is reasonably
practicable, bearing in mind the level of risk. Officers MUST report to the
Arboricultural Services Manager any delay beyond the timing recommended
in the inspection recommendation.

18
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Events planning

Southwark and its stakeholders host numerous events of various sizes
annually within park sites. Events have the effect of bringing together
potentially large groups of people in to concentrated areas where trees are
often situated.

Although condition surveys are undertaken in parks every 3 years, it is
possible that significant defects are able to develop between inspections.
Therefore the officer responsible for planning the event should consider
whether there are trees proximal to areas of proposed usage that may require
an additional survey. If large trees are located within falling distances of
routes or gathering points the Tree Services Manager should be contacted in
order to arrange a negative survey.

Once the survey has been undertaken and any necessary remedial works
have been undertaken, the Tree Services Manager will confirm that the event
is safe to proceed with.

Event Planning -
consider enhanced
public usagewithin
falling distance of
trees

Contact Tree Services
Manager to arrange
negative sunvey

Negative survey
conducted

Associgted remedial
works undertaken

Tree Services
Manager confirms
eventsafeto proceed

Figure 5 - Event planning - tree consideration process map
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121

12.2

12.3

Programmes and reporting

Annual Felling Programme

An annual felling programme includes trees recommended for felling from
condition surveys which do not require removal within short time frames on
the grounds of public safety, or in association with insurance associated
mitigation. The programme has been designed to take place during the
September/October period in the interests of operational efficiency, planned
communications with stakeholders, and to limit the time between tree removal
and replacement prior to the planting season (November — March).

Failure Log

All incidences of tree failure, of public and privately owned trees, will be
recorded and compiled in a failure log using records on Confirm Arboriculture
and records from all emergency call outs. A monthly and annual report on the
incidences of failure will be generated and stored on the Tree Section shared
drive enabling the Arboricultural Services Manager to measure failure rates
against Key Performance Indicators, and inform corporate heath and safety
reporting.

Accident/Incident Reporting

Site Managers must ensure that all accidents and near misses involving trees
are reported to the Arboricultural Services Manager. It is important to record
events such as a tree shedding a branch, whether or not it injured someone,
so that LBS may demonstrate due diligence and asses if there are any risks
of which they are not aware.
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13 Communications

All programmed tree removals are subject to the following procedure with
reference to communications with stakeholders:

Tree removal commitment {Confirm)

Inclusion in monthly works progmmme or Annual felling
programme?

Inform:
Site Managers
Ward members
Friends Groups

Third sector stakeholders [Ensure at least 15 days notice prior
to removal)

Ensure felling notices attached within timeframe (15 days
prior to removal)

Figure 6 — Communications process map

13.1 It is important that the public, elected Members, stakeholders and colleagues
sufficient notice of the intention to remove trees. Whether felling is to be
undertaken as part of the annual felling programme or a monthly works
programme, email notification must be sent at least 15 days in advance of the
commencement of works. This will be followed up by the attachment of a
Felling Notice to individual trees with a 15 day notice period.

13.2 Any objections or queries associated with the removal of trees should be
answered prior to the commencement of the operation. However it should be
understood that in some circumstances trees must be removed at short notice
in accordance with their condition and associated public safety concerns. In
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such cases retrospective communications will be sent to Ward Members and
stakeholders.

14 Severe weather

14.1 During periods of extremely windy weather the risk from falling branches will
be increased. At gale forces, the risk may be increased to heightened levels
(see Appendix 5: LBS Storm Contingency Plan).

14.2 Following storms, records of quick visual checks must be completed and
recorded on Tree Section shared drive with associated recommendations for
remedial works undertaken within designated priority timescales.

15 Trees in private ownership

15.1 Local Government (Miscellaneous Provisions) Act 1976. Occasionally
there may be reasons why owners do not make dangerous trees safe, e.g.
owners may not be traceable, or refuse, or are unable to pay. As a last resort,
the local authority has powers under the Local Government (Miscellaneous
Provisions) Act 1976 section 23 & 24 Dangerous Trees'3, to take the
minimum action necessary to remove immediate danger on private land.
However, these powers are discretionary; LBS will only exercise them if a tree
in private ownership is likely to impact on the highway or council owned land
or property (see appendix, pages LBS Procedure for tree risk mitigation on
privately owned trees under the Local Government (Miscellaneous
Provisions) Act 1976).

15.2 Highways Act 1980 (section 154)'4,
If a privately owned tree is causing an obstruction or danger to a road or
carriageway within a public highway, powers exist under Section 154 of the
Highways Act 1980, to enforce the owner of the tree remove the
obstruction/danger. Failure to do so will result in the council undertaking the
works, recharging the owner.

16 Climate Change/Pests and Diseases

16.1 Over the last few decades the UK has experienced increasing threats to
Arboricultural Biosecurity as increased global trade acts as a pathway for the
arrival of new organisms, with impacts potentially exacerbated by climate
change and EU enlargement (new pathways of introduction into the EU). This
has been highlighted by the increasing number of disease and pathogen
outbreaks, most notably in relation to trees. Such examples include: Ash Die-
back (Hymenoscyphus fraxineus), Horse Chestnut Bleeding Canker
(Pseudomonas syringae pv. aesculi), Phytophthora ramorum and P.
kernoviae affecting large populations of trees, Oak Processionary Moth
(Thaumetopoea processionea), with its associated threat to human health;
and in the wider European arena, the introduction and spread of Xylella

13 [ ocal Government (Miscellaneous Provisions) Act 1976 https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/1976/57
14 https.//www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/1980/66/section/154
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16.2

16.3

17

171

17.2

18

18.1

(Xylella fastidiosa) and Canker Stain of Plane (Ceratocystis platani) are
examples of recent high profile biosecurity failures.

The cumulative impact of climate-induced stress and of any associated
changes in the impact of pests on the trees is uncertain in the medium-long-
term, but new pests, diseases and pathogens are appearing and the Tree
Service maintains awareness of these and will update staff of any
developments.

Although there is unlikely to be any significant short-term increase in the
resource commitment as a result of climate change, a flexible approach will
be necessary to meet any challenge posed by any long-term changes. This
will be considered during the on- going review of policy and procedure.

Audit/peer review

Policies and procedures associated with the Strategy are required to be
auditable: annual reports following review on tree risk and the effectiveness of
the Strategy are to be generated by the Arboricultural Services Manager and
distributed to the Cabinet Member, Senior Managers and all staff engaged in
the Strategy. A full internal audit is to be carried out by the Tree Service after
the first 3 years, the results of which will be distributed as above.

External audit is to be carried out after 5 years either by the Tree Team of a
Borough with a comparable level of tree risk management in a reciprocal
arrangement, or by an external Arboricultural Consultant registered with the
Arboricultural Association.

Strategy plan

In order to effectively implement the Strategy the following actions are to be
delivered within designated timescales:

Action | Action Target Achieved

number Completion | Date
Date

1 Circulate final version of April 2019 -

Strategy to all key staff

2 Implementation of new April 2019 -
comprehensive survey
programme

3 Inspection frequency attribute to | October 2018 October 2018

be formulated in Confirm

4 Arboricultural Services September —
Manager, with assistance from November 2019
Arboricultural Officers/Site
Managers (including third sector
managers), to set frequency of
inspections in a cycle according

to target assessment in Zone 2
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sites - target assessment maps
of all sites and forward to GIS
Team.

5 Arboricultural Services Manager | September 2020 | -
to organise and run in house
inspection course for all staff
undertaking tree inspections,
recording achievements within
a competency framework
September 2020

19 Key Performance Indicators

19.1  The following Key Performance Indicators have been designed to test the on
going effectiveness of the Strategy following the implementation period
(March — November 2019):

KPI Key Performance Indicator | Target Achieved
Number Completion | Date
Date
1 Annual reports following review (to | Annually (1t
include details from the failure log report March
as well as near miss incidents, 2020)

cyclical inspection frameworks etc.)
to be generated by the
Arboricultural Services Manager

2 Full internal audit to test the Annually (1st
effectiveness of the Plan to be report April
made with adjustments 2020)
implemented and recorded
Annually
3 Continual review of legal judgments
relating to tree risk management to
ensure Tree Risk Management
Plan adjusts to emerging case law
March 2024

4 External audit is to be carried out
after 5 years either by the Tree
Section of a Borough with a
comparable level of tree risk
management in a reciprocal
arrangement, or by an external
Arboricultural Consultant registered
by the Arboricultural Association
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Glossary of terms

Basic tree inspection — a quick visual inspection according to the criteria of VTA (Visual
Tree Inspection).

Biodiversity — is the variety of life in terms of ecosystems, habitats, species and genetic
diversity.

DBH — Depth at Breast Height (diameter of the stem taken at 1.5m from the ground).

Deadwood — is wood that no longer contains living cells and does not fulfil any function
for the tree. It may still be attached or have fallen from the tree.

Full Asset Survey — an expansive visual inspection according to the criteria of VTA
where measurements including species, DBH, estimated height, crown spread, and
defects are recorded using the SBS Confirm system. Recommended works are also
recorded during a Full Asset Survey.

Habitat — is a term used to describe the ‘home’ of species.

Habitat assessment — is the evaluation of a site to identify individual specimens and
groups of trees and areas of woodland of historic, scientific and amenity value.

Harm - refers to personal injury or damage to property.

Hazard - is a situation or condition with potential to cause harm in particular
circumstances.

Hazard assessment — is the evaluation of a hazard (the inspection of a hazardous tree),
to identify past mechanical failures or obvious signs of structural weakness indicating
potential failure.

Important species — are those species of Arboricultural Services Manager, animals and
micro-organisms that are protected, rare or notable.

Growth — is trees in the ancient phase of their lifecycle or in a woodland context stands
of trees that have not been managed for over 200 years. Many of these trees have a
large girth, and dead and dying trees are present.

Retained trees — are notable trees, often veteran trees, including living, dying or dead
trees, that are located in high risk areas but kept intact because of their intrinsic historic,
scientific or amenity value.

Risk - is a combination of the level of likelihood that a hazard will cause harm and the
potential severity of the injury or damage caused.

Risk assessment - is the evaluation of the probable circumstances in which a hazard
might cause harm (likelihood) and the possible outcome of that eventuality (severity).

Senescence - the condition or process of deterioration with age.
Site Managers — officers/managers with responsibility for site management.

Target - is a person, animal or property that might be harmed.
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Target area - is the area within falling distance of a tree. Whilst a tree or its branches
break and fall, it will not cause harm unless the target is present.

Target assessment — is the evaluation of a site to identify potential targets and their
proximity to any individual specimens or groups of trees and woodland that may
constitute a hazard.

Target zone - is an area classified by a target value (severity of risk) or frequency of use
(likelihood of risk) to give a notional range of risk for prioritising work.

Veteran trees — are trees of interest biologically, culturally or aesthetically because of
their age, size or condition. They are often trees in the ancient stage of their life cycle
and are old and large relative to others of the same species. They invariably contain old
growth and deadwood.

VTA - Visual Tree Assessment. A widely adopted method of assessing tree condition
developed by Claus Mattheck.
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Appendix 1

Tree risk and the law

1 Statute law

1.1 Under U.K law there are several Acts of Parliament which have direct
relevance to landowners and land managers with reference to responsibilities
required to dispense a duty of care to the public, employees and contractors:

Health and Safety at Work Act 1974, Section 3 (1)

1.2 The basis of British health and safety law is the Health and Safety at Work
Act 1974.The Act sets out the general duties which employers have towards
employees and members of the public, and employees have to themselves
and to each other. These duties are qualified in the Act by the principle of ‘so
far as is reasonably practicable’. In other words, an employer does not have
to take measures to avoid or reduce the risk if they are technically impossible
or if the time, trouble or cost of the measures would be grossly
disproportionate to the risk. What the law requires here is what good
management and common sense would lead employers to do anyway: that is,
to look at what the risks are and take sensible measures to tackle them.

Example: The Birmingham Ash

1.3 For local authorities assessing tree risk management perhaps the most
pertinent case of recent times involved Birmingham City Council who were
fined £150,000 for breaching health and safety law after three people were
killed by a falling tree. In December 1999 amid gale force winds a 15-tonne,
180-year-old ash tree fell across both carriageways, crushing the two cars.
The driver of a third car also hit in the accident escaped with minor injuries. In
his judgement Richard Wakerley QC stated:

"The condition and the danger the tree presented would have been obvious to
anyone making a close inspection of that tree."”

It was found that the council had failed to put into place a proactive system to
deal with tree maintenance, and did not have staff trained in such matters.
Following the trial, Birmingham City Council said it:

"Deeply regrets this tragic accident. “We have taken on board the lessons to
be learned to strengthen and upgrade our tree maintenance programme.”

In addition to the HSE conviction for breaching section 3(1) of the 1974
Health and Safety at Work Act. The Council were then open to civil action
potentially brought by the families of those who died. The CPS decided not
bring a case against the council for corporate manslaughter.

" Health and Safety at Work Act 1974, Section 3 (1) https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/1974/37/section/3
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1.4

1.5

1.6

1.7

1.8

1.9

The Management of Health and Safety at Work Regulations 1999 (the
Management Regulations)? generally make more explicit what employers
are required to do to manage health and safety under the Health and Safety
at Work Act. Like the Act, they apply to every work activity. Significantly
regulation 3 sets out the requirement for Risk Assessments to be made in
relation to work activities for both employees and the public.

The Occupiers Liability Act 19572 sets a duty owed to the visitor by the
occupier (in this case the L.A) to ‘take such care as in all circumstances of the
case is reasonable to see that the visitor will be reasonably safe in using the
premises for the purposes for which he is invited or permitted by the occupier
to be there’ (reasonable foreseeability).

The Occupiers Liability Act 1984 extends the duty to include a person in
exercise of a right to roam on access land conferred by section 2 of the
Countryside Rights of Way Act 20005. This duty is also extended to include
trespassers. Also significant in CRoW it is set out that for the purposes of
recreation there is no extra duty on the owner to control a risk arising from a
natural feature. People are expected to be responsible for their own safety.

The Highways Act 19806 gives rise to a duty to ‘maintain the highway'.
Sections 58 and 96 allow the highway authority to defend itself by ensuring
that the risk of tree failure impacting the highway is as low as is reasonable.
The proof of which can be made by keeping records of inspection and
resultant action taken. It also has powers under section 154 of the Act to
require landowners and those responsible for trees growing on land adjacent
to the highway to remove trees which are dead, diseased, damaged or
insecurely rooted.

Local Government (Miscellaneous Provisions) Act 1976’.

Occasionally there may be reasons why owners do not make dangerous trees
safe, e.g. owners may not be traceable, or refuse, or are unable to pay. As a
last resort, the local authority has powers Under the Local Government
(Miscellaneous Provisions) Act 1976 section 23 & 24 Dangerous Trees, to
take the minimum action necessary to remove immediate danger on private
land.

The Compensation Act 20062 also has relevance where tree owners have a
duty of care to maintain. A court considering a claim in negligence or breach
of statutory duty may, in determining whether the defendant should have
taken particular steps to meet a standard of care (whether by taking
precautions against a risk or otherwise), have regard to whether a
requirement to take those steps might— prevent a desirable activity from
being undertaken at all, to a particular extent or in a particular way, or
discourage persons from undertaking functions in connection with a desirable
activity.

2 The Management of Health and Safety at Work Regulations 1999 (the Management Regulations)
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/1999/3242/contents/made

3 The Occupiers Liability Act 1957 https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/Eliz2/5-6/31/contents

4 The Occupiers Liability Act 1984 https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/1984/3/contents

5 Countryside Rights of Way Act 2000 https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2000/37/contents

8 The Highways Act 1980 https.//www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/1980/66

7 Local Government (Miscellaneous Provisions) Act 1976 https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/1976/57
8 Compensation Act 2006 https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2006/29/contents
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2.2

2.3
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2.5

Relevant Case Law and Common Law Precedent

According to the tort of nuisance and of negligence the home owner owes a
duty of care in common to all who might be injured by the tree if failure in part
or in whole might occur. In definition this requires taking reasonable care to
avoid acts or omissions which cause a reasonably foreseeable risk of injury to
people or property.

The concept of ‘duty of care’ was established and has been subsequently
strengthened by court precedent established where claims of negligence and
nuisance have been made in cases unrelated to trees though important in
providing back ground:

The House of Lords case of Rylands v Fletcher (1868)° found the defendant
guilty of trespass and the commissioning of a nuisance where Ryland’s
reservoir flooded a neighbouring mine run by Fletcher. In another case of
flooding Leaky v The National Trust (1980),° this time in the Court of
Appeal, the defendants were judged to have allowed a pipe to collapse
impacting on neighbouring land. The defendants were found guilty of failing in
their duty to carry out what was reasonable to prevent the flooding. The
House of Lords case of Donoghue v Stevenson (1932)"" established the
modern concept of negligence setting out general Principals whereby one
person would owe another person a duty of care. A drinks manufacturer
(Stevenson) was judged to have been negligent in allowing the remains of a
snail in to a bottle of ginger beer drunk by the claimant.

In civil law the case of Kent v Marquis of Bristol 19472 set a precedent to
this effect. This case involved an Elm tree which blew down in a storm killing
the driver of a vehicle. On examination of the tree it was found to have a
cavity with decay which would have been easily seen during a routine
inspection. However, since the tree had not been inspected, no action had
been taken to remedy the hazard. Hence, the defendants were found liable
and substantial damages were awarded to the plaintiff.

The case highlights the necessity for inspecting trees even at a very basic
level. Ignorance is no defence in the eyes of the law. A householder would
have no defence if a tree with significant defects in their ownership were to
cause harm and those defects were foreseeable.

Chapman v Barking & Dagenham London Borough Council 1997'3. This
case involved a claim by the plaintiff against the Borough Council for
damages against injury when a branch from a council owned Horse Chestnut
tree, fell in a storm, onto the plaintiff's vehicle causing serious physical injury.
The tree had been pruned some years before and should have been regularly
inspected since Horse Chestnuts trees are prone to decay quickly around
major pruning wounds. The council had no formal system for the inspection of
trees in their ownership and the court found against them.

® Rylands v Fletcher (1868) https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Rylands_v_Fletcher

0 [ eaky v The National Trust (1980) https.://webstroke.co.uk/law/cases/leakey-v-national-trust-1980

" Donoghue v Stevenson (1932) https://www.lawteacher.net/cases/donoghue-v-stevenson.php

2 Kent v Marquis of Bristol 1947 https://arboriculture.wordpress.com/2016/04/13/uk-case-law-relating-to-dangerous-

trees/

3 Chapman v Barking & Dagenham London Borough Council 1997 https://swarb.co.uk/chapman-v-london-borough-
of-barking-and-dagenham-ca-13-jul-1998/
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2.7

2.8

2.9

Poll v Vicount Asquith of Morely (2006) (Poll v Bartholemew)#

The Claimant’s case was that both the landowner/landlord and the highway
authority have a duty of care to identify hazard trees and take reasonable
actions to reduce risks to acceptable levels, which they failed to meet for this
tree. The Defendants argued that the duty of care had been met through the
drive by inspection, and that, in any event, the fungal defect would not have
been found during a competent inspection. The Judge found in favour of the
Claimant because a competent inspection was not made.

This case highlighted the need for provision, if required; to employ the
services of a competent specialist to assess trees in more detail following
concerns raised at basic or informal inspection levels.

In the case of Carminer and another v Northern London Investment Trust
(1951)7° an elm tree was growing on land of which the defendants were the
lessees. It fell onto the highway injuring the plaintiff and damaging his car.
The tree was 130 years old and was affected by elm butt rot. The defendants
were not held liable as they were judged they could not by reasonable
examination have discovered the existence of this disease. However the duty
of landowners was refined by Lord Oakey:

“The respondent’s duty was to act as ordinary prudent landowners would act.
Landowners are not all experts in the management of trees, and those who
are not perform their duty if they take reasonable steps to employ persons
who are experts’.

Bowen and others v the National Trust (2007)°

In June 2007, a group of children were taking part in an orienteering exercise
with a local activities centre. They were in woodland owned and managed by
the National Trust, in the grounds of Felbrigg Hall in north Norfolk. A large
branch fell from a beech tree and struck the children. An 11-year-old boy was
killed and three other children injured. The accident was investigated by the
police where no enforcement notices were served and no prosecution was
brought against any individual or organisation.

A civil case was brought by the families of the children against the National
Trust. The case, to determine liability, was heard in the High Court in June
2011. In this situation, the tree was located in a medium usage zone, and had
been inspected twice in January 2007 before the accident, one a routine
inspection and one after high winds. To summarise, the National Trust’s tree
inspectors considered that the tree, in such a location and given the relatively
low level of use of the area, did not have significant defects that merited
recording or further investigation. Any defects at the junction between branch
and trunk would not have been visible from a ground level visual inspection,
which was all that was required in the circumstances. During the case there
was a thorough examination of the Trusts inspection regimes and records.
There was found to be no negligence or breach of duty by the defendant.

4 Poll v Vicount Asquith of Morely (2006) (Poll v Bartholemew) https://www.barrelltreecare.co.uk/assets/Uploads/17-
Poll-Legal-JB.pdf

5 Carminer and another v Northern London Investment Trust (1951) http://insurance.dwf.co.uk/news-
updates/2015/02/tree-risk-management-and-the-law-a-quick-quide/

6 Bowen and others v the National Trust (2007) https.//www.haroldstock.com/solicitor/occupiers-liability-courts-
consider-reasonable-appropriate-maintenance/
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Cavanagh v Witley (2018) EWCA Civ 223217

In January 2012, after stormy weather during the night, a lime tree some 25 to
30 metres high fell onto the adjoining A283. Regrettably the tree collided with
the bus being driven by the claimant and he was badly injured. The tree was
subject to inspections every three years by a tree surgeon appointed by the
local authority. It had been inspected in 2006 and 2009 and no defects were
present. The cause of the fall was decay that had begun to develop after the
2009 inspection such that it was not discovered by the local authority.

Decision of trial judge

The claimant succeeded. The judge accepted the evidence of the claimant’s
tree expert who stated that the tree was in a high risk position as it was
located in a very busy area and next to a main road. Therefore, given its size,
location and potential to cause very serious harm, it should have been
inspected no less than every two years and this more frequent regime would
have identified the decay and prevented the accident. The defendant
appealed. The thrust of the appeal was that it had been accepted by the
experts and the trial judge that whilst the tree was in a high risk position, it
was not in itself a high risk tree by reference to any recognised or published
criteria. Indeed, a tree would only generally be deemed to be high risk if it had
been identified as unhealthy and this was not the case.

Court of Appeal

The appeal was unanimously dismissed. The judge had made findings of fact
that were open to him on the evidence. In particular, his conclusion that the
size, age, weight and location of the tree, and the likelihood of it causing very
severe damage if it fell, meant that it required more regular inspection was
“‘unimpeachable”.

Comment

Arguably the local authority was unfortunate to lose this case at first instance.
It had a robust system of inspection carried out by an expert and the tree had
shown no signs of ill-health. The difficulty on appeal was that it had to
overturn findings of fact in order to succeed. This proved to be an
insurmountable hurdle as the Court of Appeal was not willing to find that the
judge was plainly wrong.

More significant perhaps is the Court of Appeal’s apparent endorsement of a
Forestry Commission Practice Guide (2000) — Hazards from Trees. After
quoting a passage in this guidance about certain trees requiring more
frequent inspections, LJ Flaux referred to; “the force of the point being made
in this passage about the need for particular “rigour” in inspecting large trees
which are adjacent to a main road and which represent a significant potential
hazard” (para 36). At first blush, this has potentially significant implications for
local authorities (and other landowners).

It is to be hoped that comfort can be taken from the specific facts of this case.
In particular, this Parish Council is only 11 square kilometres and the majority
of its trees are, according to the first instance judgment, either not along the
roadside or are not of a size and weight, whereby they could cause severe
injury or damage if they failed. In the words of the trial judge; “I suspect that

7 Cavanagh v Witley (2018) EWCA Civ 2232 https://www.weightmans.com/insights/cavanagh-v-witley-parish-
council-court-of-appeal/
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there was none that had more potential for causing harm than this lime tree.
What was required here was a distinction. If the vast majority of the tree stock
had been inspected (as it could well have been) on a much more infrequent
basis...a proper and more rigorous system of inspection could have been
instigated in respect of the small number of trees which merited special care;
trees which were large, heavy, old/mature, and in places where they could
cause serious damage.”

For local authorities with large numbers of trees and finite resources, this may
be a key point. The Court of Appeal was only looking at findings of fact so it
had no cause to hear reasonableness or resources arguments. Clearly
though, there is far greater scope for more frequent inspection of a high risk
tree if a local authority only has one such tree in its occupation and control.
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Appendix 2
Inspections, remedial works and monitoring

Inspections

All inspections should take place from ground level when visibility is clear.
Because timing and frequency are of vital importance for the strategy to
operate efficiently, the identification of the next inspection will depend on the
nature of the hazards identified as well as the circumstances and the
definition of the risk zone. If there is a problem that cannot be fully evaluated,
suspect trees should be programmed for re-assessment. In the case of a
specific defect, this should be recorded and identified for further monitoring or
detailed investigation and may require aerial inspection or use of specialist
diagnostic tools. Binoculars are also helpful during tree inspections to
evaluate defects, fruiting bodies and structural weakness at a high level,
which otherwise may not be identified.

Full asset inspection

A typical full asset VTA inspection using the Arboriculture Confirm system in
accordance with the above procedure, typically takes between 3 and 5
minutes with approximately 100 trees inspected in an average working day.
Species and location are recorded together with measurements including
height, girth; crown spread and expected life span in addition to defects and
recommendations for remedial works.

Basic VTA inspection (Negative Survey)

Basic VTA inspections can be completed between 1-3 minutes depending on
the size of the tree and its accessibility. Individual trees are only recorded if
they are seen to be defective or require remedial works to ensure safe
passage by people or vehicles. If basic inspection is carried out by an officer
qualified to Level 2, trees with significant defects or required remedial works
are referred to an Arboricultural Officer (qualified to Level 3) for recording and
subject to full asset inspection.

Post storm event Inspections

Recognising that there may be a heightened risk from trees during and
following extreme weather events it is important that all publically accessible
sites within the authorities control are subject to additional inspections within
the shortest timeframe reasonably practicable. Post storm event surveys
should consist of quick visual checks in order to reflect the large number of
trees requiring inspection:

Post storm event inspection — highways drive-by inspection

Southwark has many miles of highways which are bordered by private land.
Whilst private landowners must dispense their own duty of care in relation to
the risk presented by defective trees, Southwark has a duty set out under the
Highways Act 1980 to take reasonably practicable measures to ensure the
highways within its authority are safe for all users. To meet this duty, drive-by
inspections will be made on the highway network following a storm event.
Drive-by inspections must be made with 2 officers — one driving at low speed
and one officer carrying out the survey. Vehicle tracking information recorded
in the course of the inspection will be stored in Southwark’s tree risk
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management data files. Defective trees in private ownership are to be
recorded and subject to the Councils procedure under the Miscellaneous
Provisions Act 1976 as set out in Appendix 4.

Post storm event inspections — parks, housing, schools and other sites
Parks, Housing and School site managers already carry out regular
inspections of infrastructure as part of their cyclical inspections regime.

For further information refer to Appendix 3 — Guidance for Site Managers and
Appendix 5 — Storm Contingency Plan.

M 4] 150f23 v Midd HIF @0 X A0l | Action + Other
Site Barforth Road 22500147 -
Tag Number HIGHWAYS Sequence No. 5.50
Start Date 120/04/2000 09:25:53 Live
Species Liquidambar styraciflua LOKY
Location 0s 25
| Additional Geography I Valuation Aftributes Smar
Number of Trees 1.00 Number of
Age Early Mature {16-30) Notes
Age From 5.00 Per Year
Condition Good Notes
Crown Functionality 100.00 Percent
Functional Value Factor 100 % Notes
Height 10.00 Metre
Ownership Public Notes
Previous Species
Previous Species Remaoved
Spread 5.00 Metre
Stem Diameter 15.00 Centimetres
Stock Type 15997,/1998 Nottcuts Notes
Stump of Tree No Notes
Base Type Tamac Motes
Inspection Frequency 3 Years Notes
Safe Life Expectancy Mot Applicable Motes
Pest & Diseases Not Applicable Notes
Price Factor Highways Site: Notes
Size Class Up to 20cm DEH Notes
Stake Type Not Applicable Notes
Tree record with measurements
IH 4 | 150f23 v Mida HI® @I
Site Barforth Road 22500147
Tag Mumber HIGHWAYS
Sequence Mo. 5.50 |Liquidambar shyraciflua
Area CC - Peckham./Nunhead/Peckham R
Location 0525
Defect r Job T Inspections
Location
31596 1 Routine maintenance required 0
298275 1 Routine maintenance required 0
298276 Dense crown DC 0 0000 159/10-2010
298277 Low branches LB o 30.0000 19/10-2010
435512 1 Routine maintenance required RTM 0 000D 30/05/2013
439913 Sparce crown 5C 0 0000 30/05/2013
471565 Low branches LB 30.0000 09/09/2015
471566 1 Routine maintenance required RTM 0000 09/059/2015
Defect list (History)

Inspection frequency setting

The current default setting for street and parks trees is 3 yearly and 2 yearly
for School Trees. However as described above all registered trees can be
assigned different inspection frequencies according to the potential risk they
present. Frequencies range from 0 — 7 years.
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|ulla Confirm Dashboard X | [ Tree X

[» Misa HM @I O X A |0 | Action ¥

Site: Marsden Road 122501668
Tag Number HIGHWAYS Sequence No|
Start Date 20/04/2000 09:27:25 Live

Species Gleditsia triacanthos Sunburst GLLO

Location 0513

Additional

Geography Waluation Attributes

Age From
Condtion
Crown Functionality

Height

Functional Value Factor

23.00 Per Year
Good Notes
100.00 Percent
100 % MNotes
12.00 Metre

Ownership Public Notes
Previous Species

Previous Species Removed

Spread 12.00 Metre

Stem Diameter 34.00 Centimetres

Stock Type Not Applicable Notes
Stump of Tree
Base Type

Inspection Frequency
Safe Life Expectancy
Pest & Diseases

Assigning inspection frequency

Examples:

Inspection | Tree category/condition

frequency

(year)

0 trees located in woodland remote from public access (previously
surveyed)

1 a high value risk tree in decline with significant defects

2 trees in school grounds/large trees with minor defects situated within
falling distance of the highway

3 default highways inspection frequency

4 public rights of way default

5 woodlands/allotments/cemeteries default

6 trees within falling distance of minor pathways in low risk zones

7 veteran trees with restricted public access

Table 1 - inspection frequencies by tree category/condition

On an annual basis inspection frequency data from the previous year’s survey
must be downloaded and further surveys assigned to AO’s as necessary. An
inspection frequency data sheet will be stored on the Trees and Woodlands
Team Site to include all registered trees.
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Detailed Investigation

A specialist examination of trees may be required where trees cannot be fully
assessed by visual inspection methods alone. This type of inspection would
normally be specified or requested to evaluate extent and type of decay
present in the trunk, major branches or roots. In some cases this may require
the use of specialised devices, but the equipment alone cannot be relied upon
to make the evaluation. The presence of other factors such as wind loading,
which are affected by the height and sail area of the crown, and exposure
must also be assessed in relation to the results.

Solid wood:

Cramaged:

8.4 o
f
2065 268 3z 36,4 41.6 46,8 52,1

T T
1] 5.2 104 15.6

In many cases it is not appropriate to carry out a detailed investigation. For
instance, a woodland tree within a low risk zone would warrant less
commitment in terms of the level of inspection than a large tree in next to the
highway. It must also be borne out that some methods of evaluation are
invasive, and cause damage to the tree. Typically, this type of damage is
caused by holes being bored into existing decay columns which subsequently
break down barriers created by the tree and allow the pathogen to move into
previously sound wood. Therefore, the inspector must make a judgement
whether the inspection warrants an invasive type of evaluation technique, and
where possible, define the method of evaluation when specifying the
additional inspection.

Within the cycle of the inspections, it is important that the timing is rotated,
and undertaken at different times of year between spring and autumn to
enable the trees to be evaluated in various seasons. Therefore, re-
inspections will be programmed by reference to the previous year's
inspections, and committed strategically to avoid any hazards being
overlooked.
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If for any reason surveys/inspections cannot be completed within the
programmes timeframe, Arboricultural Officers will report to the Arboricultural
Services Manager as soon as is possible.

Remedial Works

Following the inspection, the inspector would propose action: in health and
safety terms this would be seen as a control method to reduce risk to the
public from falling branches, etc.

Some degree of risk will be inherent even in a tree with no obvious or
identifiable defects. The inspector’s task is to evaluate the hazard that the
defects pose and the risk of damage to people or property if the tree, or part
of it, fails, and to propose appropriate action to reduce the risk to an
acceptable level.

Works prescribed must therefore relate to the assessment of the hazard, and
the priority for the works should be appropriate to the Target Zone. However,
the remedial work or monitoring specified must also be commensurate with
the amenity value of the tree; it is not practical to spend vital resource to
maintain or carry out detailed investigations of low value trees, or trees which
have minimal useful life span. Furthermore, it is necessary to take into
account broader issues such as whether the tree has particular amenity value
either in itself, or as a habitat for wildlife.

There may also be the potential risk of habitat loss or harm to protected
species. Cavities and splits may be a potential bird nesting site or bat roost.
These species are protected by law under the Countryside and Rights of Way
Act 2000 and the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 and, if they themselves
or their resting places are present, no tree works can take place without a risk
assessment. This is likely to be particularly significant in the case of veteran
and over mature trees, and those providing a habitat for protected species
and if necessary include precautions or seek further advice. In general, safety
takes precedence over amenity; but that does not mean that potentially
dangerous trees must necessarily be felled. There may well be other possible
actions that will eliminate or sufficiently reduce the risk remedial works on the
trees, visitor management such as zoning, re-routing paths, re-locating car
parks or picnic sites, or changing ground vegetation e.g. planting hawthorn to
encourage people away from high risk areas should also be considered. In
this way aerial tree works can be avoided, eliminating the need to climb with
the risks associated with working at height. These additional options to
reduce the risk may be proposed by the inspector as an additional option to
tree works to be considered by the Arboricultural Officer. Where the likely risk
of harm is very small and the impact of controls very great, it may be
reasonable to take no further action.

In any Target Zone, trees which show obvious signs of imminent collapse or
other serious hazards, should be dealt with or controlled immediately by
emergency call out (attendance within 1 hour). This may require the use of
temporary signing/fencing to keep people and vehicles out of the area until
such time as the works can be carried out.
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Works Priority
Remedial works are broadly prioritised according to the criteria as set out
below in Table 2.

Works Priority Criteria

P01 Emergency Call Out Trees falling into this category would
be considered to be an Immediate Risk
to public safety — e.g. root plate
movement, large hung up limbs over
the public highway or partially hung up
trees

P02 5 Day Response Trees considered to be a non
immediate risk to the public but are
exhibiting defects that could lead to
structural failure or present a future risk
within a short timeframe e.g. trees
requiring removal

P03
28 Day Response Trees considered to be a non
immediate risk to the public but are
exhibiting defects that could lead to
structural failure or present a future risk
within a medium timeframe e.g. Trees
with major deadwood, decay causing
pathogens present.

P04 -27 | 3 Month Response — 3 Year | Trees surveyed with timescales
Response apportioned for works to be undertaken
between 2 months and three years
would be considered routine
maintenance and pose no foreseeable
risk to the public e.g. crown lifting,
removal of epicormics growth, lateral
reduction from properties.

Table 2: Works Priority and Criteria
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Appendix 3

Guidance for Site Managers- Tree Risk Management
Strategy

Introduction

The following guidance is intended for Site Mangers responsible for parks,
housing estates and school sites. Whilst it is acknowledged that Site Mangers
and their staff routinely conduct regular inspections of their assets and
infrastructure, including trees, it is intended that all inspections relating to tree
risk operate within a single risk management system which is subject to
review and audit. The aim of this approach is to balance proportional
management whilst reducing the incidences of foreseeable tree failures
across the borough.

Tree risk management process

All parks, housing estate and school sites have been allocated within Zone 1
of Southwark’s tree risk management system and subject to the following
condition survey inspection frequencies:

Zone 1

Classification Criteria Inspection frequency

with public access

Highway trees Trees adjacent to roads or footpaths over | 3 years default - 6
which the public has the right of access months increased
to include streets and lanes as well as frequency
main roads and trunk roads

Park trees Trees located on parks and open spaces | 3 years default -6

months increased
frequency

Housing trees

Trees located on housing estate land

3 years default - 6
months increased
frequency

School trees

Trees located in the grounds of schools
or school playing fields, including ‘Forest

2 years default - 6
months increased

School’ sites frequency

Default frequencies (3 yearly for Parks and Housing trees, 2 yearly for
Schools) are the minimum survey cycles in operation, however individual or
groups of trees may require an increased frequency of inspection (up to 6
months) according to their condition. Should an increased frequency be set
on any site the Site Manager will be informed.

Schools will always be contacted by the Tree Section with sufficient notice
prior to a survey being conducted. This allows the Site Manager to schedule
the survey as appropriate alongside other activities that may be undertaken
by the school at any given time.
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As part of the current Service Level Agreement (SLA) between LBS and its
LA controlled schools, a report detailing the following will be produced and
forwarded to the Site Manager to include the following:

Tree details (species, measurements, locations etc.)
Defects

Recommended remedial works

Maps

The reports will also be stored on the Tree Section shared drive folder in
order to be available for audit and to inform future surveys of the site.

It is understood that Site Managers and their staff undertake routine
inspections of infrastructure and assets on a regular basis. These often
include informal inspections of trees undertaken with a basic level of
expertise. Whilst it is not expected that informal inspections of trees are
recorded, it is important that any concerns are raised with Tree Officers in
order for a formal inspection to be undertaken. A formal inspection will always
be recorded using the Confirm system and therefore subject to review.

Remedial works

Remedial works are routinely ordered on a monthly basis following the
completion of surveys. Works are issued to both Southwark’s In house Tree
Team and external contractors depending on demand and capacity.

Schools are able to procure tree work for individual sites through devolved
budgets, however LBS recommends that remedial works are processed
through the Tree Section in order that records align with assets on the
Confirm asset management data base.

When undertaking inspections Tree Officers and Surveyors have a wide
range of options available when setting recommended timeframes in which
remedial works are undertaken:

Works Priority Criteria

PO1 Emergency Call Out Trees falling into this category would be considered
to be an Immediate Risk to public safety — e.g. root
plate movement, large hung up limbs over the public
highway or partially hung up trees

P02 5 Day Response Trees considered to be a non immediate risk to the
public but are exhibiting defects that could lead to
structural failure or present a future risk within a
short timeframe e.g. trees requiring removal

P03 28 Day Response Trees considered to be a non immediate risk to the
public but are exhibiting defects that could lead to
structural failure or present a future risk within a
medium timeframe e.g. Trees with major deadwood,
decay causing pathogens present.

P04 - 27 | 3 Month Response — | Trees surveyed with timescales apportioned for
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3 Year Response works to be undertaken between 2 months and
three years would be considered routine
maintenance and pose no foreseeable risk to the
public e.g. crown lifting, removal of epicormics
growth, lateral reduction from properties.

Site Managers should have the expectation that remedial works are
completed within the timeframes recommended as soon as the survey has
been completed and works issued to a contractor. Follow up enquiries can be
made as per Section 6 (Contacts).

Monitoring

Monitoring is completed on a monthly basis across all site types against the
following criteria:

e School sites: 100% site inspections

e All other sites 20% on site inspections/80% before and after
photographs (uploaded by the contactor)

Any incomplete or substandard works will be subject to a rectification process
for completion within one month of issue and monitored at 100%.

Reporting

All incidences of tree failure (in whole or part) must be reported to the Tree
Services Manager for recording in the Tree Risk Management Failure Log.
This not only ensures that follow up inspections and resulting remedial works
are completed, but also allows officers to identify and address areas of
concern.

Contacts

To arrange a scheduled or bespoke tree condition survey, or make an enquiry
please contact the Tree Section by email:

Trees.Envi@southwark.gov.uk
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Appendix 4

London Borough of Southwark Procedure for Tree Risk
Mitigation on Privately Owned Trees under the Local
Government (Miscellaneous Provisions) Act 1976

1

1.1

2.1

3.1

3.2

Introduction

The purpose of this document is to outline how LB Southwark will respond to
reports of dangerous trees on privately owned land. The following procedure
should provide an efficient, consistent and clear response to serious events
and ensure that our response is in accordance with current legislation,
guidance and wider Council policies. The document helps deliver the
Council’s policy.

Legislative background

All landowners with trees have a legal ‘duty of care’ to ensure their trees are
maintained in a reasonably safe condition. Failure to do so can result in
substantial costs for damages if the responsible person is found in court to be
negligent.

The Health & Safety Executive (HSE) may also prosecute offenders.

The Council has adopted policies for regular inspection and maintenance of
its own tree stock. We believe that this will reduce the chance of trees
becoming dangerous and that timely work can reduce overall maintenance
costs. We encourage other owners to do the same.

Action under the Miscellaneous Provisions Act 1976
It must be noted that powers granted under the Act are discretionary.
LBS will only exercise these powers if a dangerous tree is likely to
impact on the highway or Council owned or managed land or property.
In all other cases residents will be advised to seek private legal advice
in order to resolve their issue.
Request for action
Anyone requesting that a ‘Dangerous tree’ is made safe under this provision
must make this in writing to the Council. When making a request it is
important to provide as much of the following information as possible:

1. Accurate information regarding the location of the tree and the
owner’'s/tenant’'s name, address and telephone number, if known.

2. If not initially known, make enquiries to supply details of the above if
possible.

3. Information regarding the tree’s condition:

(i) Size/No. of trees, large branch or small branch etc.?
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(i) The exact position of any fallen parts e.g. are branches on structures,
paths or a road?

(iii) Any other visible defects e.g. splits, cavities?

(iv) The extent of any damage, or if the dangerous part failed what would it
damage?

Inspection

An Arboricultural Officer will make an initial assessment of the need for, and
urgency of a site inspection based on the information supplied, but in all
cases the Council will aim to inspect the tree within five working days of
receipt of a valid request. Telephone and other requests relating to
‘dangerous trees’ will also be dealt with in accordance with the above
process, but still need to be followed by a written request before the Council
could consider taking any necessary action.

The legislation confers a right to enter land to carry out such investigations
and the relevant Council officers are authorised in its use, including to take
other officers/individuals with them as necessary (e.g. for safe working or
other reasons).

Serving notice under the Act

If the legal owner of the land cannot be readily determined the Arboricultural
Officer will undertake a Land Registry Search for confirmation. Details of the
owner, of the dangerous tree and the risk it poses will be forwarded to the
Legal and Democratic Services Team who will draft a notice under the Act
requiring the owner to mitigate the danger posed by the tree within 21 days of
the notice being served. The notice is then served on the owner(s) by
recorded delivery.

Further action

As set out above, LBS will endeavour to find the owner of the tree before
proceeding with works; however some scenarios will call for urgent action to
be taken in order to avoid death, injury or damage to property. In such a
scenario the Arboricultural Officer will instruct the Council’s Term
Arboricultural Contractor to make the tree safe (the minimum works).

Similarly, if remedial works are not carried out under the terms of the notice
within the 21 day period, the Council has the right to instruct its contractors to
enter the land and carry out the necessary works.

Although undertaking remedial works in order to mitigate risk in such
circumstances is exempt from the laws protecting trees, LBS will check Tree
Preservation and Conservation Area status prior to works commencement
and update the Planning Sections Urban Forester as appropriate.
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Costs

When works have been carried out, the Council can recoup the costs of the
works plus an administration fee. If the owner is untraceable or un-
contactable a land charge will be entered against the property for future
payment.

The Council is also able to use these powers to make trees safe or require

that trees are made safe on land it doesn’t own, where it considers those
trees are likely to cause damage to people or property on Council land.
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Appendix 5
Southwark Storm Contingency Plan

Introduction

This procedure will be co-ordinated by the London Borough of Southwark’s
Arboricultural Team as appropriate to the expected severity of the storm and
the anticipated impact of the number of incidents associated. For the
purposes of this procedure the Arboricultural Service Manager of this team
will be referred to as the Lead Officer.

Met Office Severe Weather Warning

Currently, the Met Office issues severe weather warnings to the London
Borough of Southwark that go directly to London Borough of Southwark
Customer Services via the Customer Services Manager and then, within 15
minutes, to London Borough of Southwark’s Trees and Woodlands Team.
The Lead Officer will ensure that this line of communication is maintained.

The weather forecast can be checked on the following website:

https://www.metoffice.qov.uk/public/weather/forecast/map/qcpvjOv07#7?z
oom=9&map=SignificantWeather

Responsible Officers

Appendix 2: Storm Event Stakeholders shows all of the people and
organisations that will have an interest in making sure that a storm event is
dealt with efficiently. Appendix 2 also has directions to a group email address
that will be necessary during the preparation phase of this Arboricultural
Services Manager. Appendix 2 will need to be updated on a regular basis as
officers leave and roles change. This is the responsibility of the Lead Officer.

Weekend Storm Cover and Overtime

It is the responsibility of the Lead Officer to ensure that there is adequate
cover as outlined in this procedure should a storm event occur at the
weekend.

Leaders of Southwark’s Parks Service Provider work at the weekend and will
re-prioritise their staff's commitments to provide the Arboricultural Team with
assistance as required (see Appendix 2: Storm Event Stakeholders).

All London Borough of Southwark and Parks Service Provider officers asked
to assist at weekends or weekdays whether they would usually be working or
not will be offered overtime/ time off in lieu for all hours worked including
travelling time. Whilst undertaking storm duties the Council will cover all
reasonable claims for expenses (meals, mileage etc.). Arboricultural Officers
on standby will also receive additional hours as agreed with the Assistant
Director of Environment.

The Service Provider shall ensure that there is sufficient staffing to deal with
the emergency at short notice to carry out the necessary works whether
during weekdays, weekends or at night. The identities and contact details of
all contracted staff engaged in the Storm Event will be forwarded to the Lead
Officer in advance of engagement. The Lead Officer will record the hours
worked by contracted staff during the storm period and subsequent clear-up
in order to ensure accurate associated costs incurred by the Service Provider
are borne by the Council.
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Pre Event Phase: Arboricultural Officer Responsibility:

The Arboricultural Team will check the Met Office Weather Report/ News
regularly to see if there have been any severe weather warnings issued for
London and the South East.

If a severe weather warning for London and the South East is issued then:

e Arboricultural Team to organise Standby Officer if there is the possibility
of the storm occurring out of office hours. The Standby Officer to ensure
that they check the weather reports regularly and keep their work mobile
with them and switched on.

e Arboricultural Team to contact Arboricultural Service Provider to ensure
that proper lines of communication are open and sufficient resources are
dedicated in mitigation.

e Arboricultural Team to prioritise responses (e.g. A Roads, Calls from the
Emergency Services, Reports of roads closed due to storm damage) and
liaise with the Arboricultural Service Provider.

e Lead Officer to contact stakeholders as set out in section 1.2.1.(Appendix
2)

¢ Lead officer to organise preliminary storm event response team as set
out in section 3 below. Contact information for each officer to be given to
the officer on standby as set out in Appendix 1.

Pre Event Phase: Arboricultural Service Provider Responsibility:

The Contract Manager will contact Arboricultural Officers as soon as they are
aware of a severe weather warning being issued for London and the South
East of England.

The Arboricultural Service Provider will undertake emergency call outs as set
out in the specification. The contracted crew(s) will attend emergency call
outs until the number received are too high to be completed within the
timescales as set out in the specification. At this point the Service Provider
will provide extra crews and notify the Arboricultural Officer on standby, if out
of office hours, or the Lead Officer during office hours so that the situation can
be monitored or so that a storm event response team can be organised.

Dealing with a Storm Event: Arboricultural Officer Responsibility:

Whether within or out of office hours it will be necessary to mobilise a
response team. This should have been organised at the Pre Event Phase. All
information on the storm event response team is set out in section 3 below.

Should the storm occur in the middle of the night the standby officer must call
the Service Providers LBB response team and arrange to meet at the office at
first light. From there calls can be prioritised and dealt with as set out in point

2.3.5 below.

Should the storm occur during office hours then it should be dealt with as in
point 2.3.5 below:

Once a decision has been taken to form a response team the officer on
standby will need to control how information is forwarded to the emergency
call out teams. CSC should be told to record calls as they come in as set out
in Appendix 3 of the London Borough of Southwark Storm Strategy and email
to the Boroughs Response team. CSC should also be instructed to only send
certain emergency calls directly to the Arboricultural Service Provider, the
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parameters of this will be set at the Pre Event Phase. CSC will be able to call
the standby officer should they have any concerns with a particular call.

Once the storm response team are together they should place all emergency
call outs onto an Excel spreadsheet as shown in Appendix 3. Only calls that
have been given a priority 1 by an Arboricultural Officer are to be called
through to the Arboricultural Service Provider

The Contractor must ensure that all relevant information is provided to the
Lead Officer in order that the Lead officer can ensure it entered onto the
spreadsheet so that when the storm subsides a full list of prioritised
emergency calls can be sent to the Arboricultural Service Provider. Should
the storm occur during office hours then at 4.30pm the Lead Officer must
liaise with CSC so that all processed emergency call out information can be
passed to them so that they do not call the Arboricultural Service Provider
unnecessarily. CSC will need to be made aware of the priority system and
that there will be an Arboricultural Officer on standby throughout the night
should they need assistance.

The Lead Officer must also liaise with London Borough of Southwark’s Parks
Service Provider and agree locations to store debris locally during the storm.
Some suitable locations are shown in Appendix 5.

Post Storm Event Phase: Arboricultural Officer Responsibility:

After the storm subsides the full list of uncompleted prioritised emergency call
outs should be sent to the Arboricultural Service Provider so that the clean-up
operation can begin.

The Arboricultural Service Provider will assess the list and inform the lead
officer on how many crews are available to start the clean-up operation and
where if necessary further crews will be provided from.

The Lead Officer will call in the services of the Community Managers and
Community and Conservation Team Leaders if necessary.
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Storm Event Response Team

Guidance for the Lead Officer

Telephone Lines

1.

You will need up to four officers to answer the Arboricultural Team’s
telephones (depending on expected storm impact severity).

You will need one telephone line and an officer to take calls from main
reception.

You will need one officer to liaise with Street Services to make you aware
of road closures as closed roads will need to be opened as a priority.

4. You will need to make sure that officer mobile telephones are answered.

Each person answering the telephone will be required to electronically
populate an Emergency Call-Out Sheet provided by the Lead Officer as
shown in Appendix 3 (they will also need to be made aware of the call
priorities as set out below).

Provision should be made for sending completed sheets (Appendix 3) at
regular intervals to the Lead Officer who will prioritise them as set out
below.

Information Compiling, Prioritising and Resolving
1.

You will need one Arboricultural Officer prioritising the calls before they go
onto the Excel spreadsheet. This officer will also liaise with the
Arboricultural Service Provider so that they only attend the most important
emergency call outs.

During the storm event unless otherwise requested by the Service
Manager the Arboricultural Service Provider must ensure that calls from
the Emergency Services, and calls about trees blocking class A Roads
(see Appendix 4) are dealt with before other emergency works.

Calls about Red Routes to be immediately passed to TFL.

All other enquiries should be put onto the Excel spreadsheet and dealt with
after the storm has subsided.
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Appendix 1: Officer Information for Storm Event Response Team

Storm Event Response Team Template

All officers report to the lead officer.

50
Highways/NM .
reports Parks Service ‘
Lead Officer Arboricultural Officers x 4

J L

Service Provider

Lead Officer to provide the following information for each team member joining the
Storm Event Response Team.

Lead Officer to email this information to the Customer Service Centre to and distribute
to operators as appropriate.
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Officer Name:

Employee No:

Line Manager:

Work Contact Tel. No:

Home Contact Tel. No:

Home Address:

Next of Kin:

Officer Name:

Employee No:

Line Manager:

Work Contact Tel. No:

Home Contact Tel. No:

Home Address:

Next of Kin:

Officer Name:

Employee No:

Line Manager:

Work Contact Tel. No:

Home Contact Tel. No:

Home Address:

Next of Kin:
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Officer Name:

Employee No:

Line Manager:

Work Contact Tel. No:

Home Contact Tel. No:

Home Address:

Next of Kin:

Officer Name:

Employee No:

Line Manager:

Work Contact Tel. No:

Home Contact Tel. No:

Home Address:

Next of Kin:
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Appendix 2: Storm Event Stakeholders:
Email Contact Group:

A group contact email address has been set up on the Customer Service Centre network profile under contacts. This should be used in the Pre
Event Phase to notify officers from different departments in the council that there is the possibility of a storm event.

Work Area Officer required Name Work Mobile Email
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Appendix 3: example of London Borough of Southwark Storm Event Call Out Sheet

House No/locatiol - |Street Name - |Ward ~ |Description of Call Out ~ |Priority ~ |Reported ~ |Date sent to contract ~ |Call out completed ~

How to use this form
1) Put your name and the date above as required

2) Fillin columns A-D of the table with as much information as possible.
3) During busy storm period please populate the sheet and forward to the Lead Officer.
4) |If there is a significant reduction in the number of calls then please forward this sheet as necessary whether full or not.

Column E must be prioritised by a Borough Arboricultural Officer
Column F must be ticked off by the officer inputting the emergency call outs to the database once they have been added.
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Appendix 4: London Borough of Southwark Street Services Priority A, B,
and C Roads

London Borough of Southwark Red Routes Responsible for by Transport
for London

Road Name Area
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Appendix 5: Storing Waste Materials During a Storm

The removal of debris is a necessary process of dealing with storm-damaged trees. During a
storm the following hard standing sites within the Borough are available for emergency teams to
store waste tree debris. All storage sites must be cleared immediately after the storm subsides.
All tree debris must be stored safely with no log piles higher than 1 metre. The Service Provider
must also ensure that all car parks are locked after use.

Site Geographic Area
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