From: Tim Screen 
Sent: 08 September 2016 17:42
To: Linda Griffiths
Cc: Planning; Rhodri Jones
Subject: 16/00400/DISC - KM5 South West Bicester Development Site Middleton Stoney Road Bicester

Linda

With no highway adoptable trees with there is poor GI and associated amenity, environmental amelioration, wildlife value or landscape mitigation throughout this development. And with proposed planting of private trees that are too close to walls fronting the street, where these trees must be deleted  for obvious reasons, the tree cover will be minimal!

1. Small ornamental small trees with dappled shade for south-facing gardens are required for increased amenity and interest value. The proposed trees will cast dense shade to south-facing rear gardens. Residents will remove them and CDC will not have the resources to enforce this matter.

2. Aspect are to confirm the following requirements will take place:

· There should be  a minim soil bulk quantity of 15 cubic metres per tree (tree pit dimensions 3.4 x3.4 x1 – 1.2 m deep)

· Tree pit depths to increase to a depth of 1 -1.2 m of friable compacted tree soil.

· Connected root path/trench between trees in hard and soft areas required where 15 cubic metres of bulk soil for each tree, in order to ensure sufficient root growth area for establishment and stability.

· Confirm the load-bearing capacity of tree pits in hard landscape areas to ensure structural stability will be achieved.

· An effective attenuation system is required to ensure tree pit inundation and subsequent tree stress/death is avoided.

· Latest research confirms that containerised trees establish quicker and more successfully in urban areas than balled root trees.

3. Delete large native trees proposed for rear gardens because they may be seen as common trees that grow too large and over-shading growing areas. Replace with fruit trees or small ornamental trees, but ensure that their canopies do not grow over adjacent gardens as this may cause neighbour disputes and inappropriate canopy removal under Common Law.

4. Tree too close to walls and so should be deleted, reducing future insurance claims for householders:

· South of plot 130

· North of plot 17

· East of plot 12 

· South of plot 76

· West of plot 19

· South of plot 25

· Northwest of plot 37

· South of plot 99

· North of plot 111

· South of plot 116

· West of plot 115

· West of plot 37

· North of plot 57

5.    Move trees in gardens further away from brick walls:

· Plot 78

· Plot 4

· Plot 41

· Plot 55 

· Plot 124

· Plot 55

6.    The Ginko trees next the garden walls of plots 11 and 79 are liable to damage the walls there should be deleted in favour of one Amelanchier on each side of the street with deflective root barriers on both sides to protect walls and hard surfaces.

                

7.    The two Betula pendula  trees north of the wall of plot 34 are going to be too larger with pendulous branched impinging on adjacent gardens and parking. These trees will be deleted in favour of one Amelanchier tree in the centre of the area of grass and shrubs.

8.    The two trees, B. p and A. l are planted too close together to achieve full symmetrical canopies. Delete the B.p in favour of the single A.l with t root deflector.

9.    The two trees, Styrax obassia  south of plot 8 are planted too close to each other. With the potential to grow a 8 m wide canopy a single S.o should be planted centrally in the grass.

10.  The pairs of trees, Styrax obassia  south of garden walls to plots 84 and 88 are too close to the garden wall. However, the long wall to plots 82 to 90 and the adjacent parking bays are visually very onerous and should be mitigated with trees: replace a parking bays for single trees to the south of plots 84 and 88.

11.  Replace the Prunus ‘Sunset Boulevard’ trees at the ‘gateway’ entrance to plots 50 and 51 with two Amelanchier lamarkii ‘Autumn Brilliance’ Relocate in grassed areas and further away from ‘gateway’ walls to prevent damage.

12.  The garden rest area west of  plots 97 to 98 has three Pyrus calleryana ‘Chanticleer’ going out of a formal hornbeam hedge. The stem of these trees are easily damaged by careless use of hedge trimmers, resulting in unsightly callousing. The trees are to be replace with 3 Amelanchier trees with root deflectors. 

13.  The Acer cappillipes in the centre is the garden rest area does not have the stature of a feature tree. I recommend that it is replaced with the eye-catching  Betula ermanii

14.  Delete all Sorbus torminalis  because they do not do well in areas where there is going to be reflected heat and light. These trees prefer shady woodland – e.g. the parking court for plots 38 to 41 

15.  For the Low Shrub Mix replace the vigorous and competitive Ceanothus with the slower Viburnum davidii.

Please note that my comments for the LAP is covered under 16/00370/DISC.

Regards.

Tim

Tim Screen CMLI

Landscape Architect

Cherwell District & South Northants Councils
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