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Client:  

Staverton Wildlife Conservation Association,  

C/o Spencer Keys (Chairman), 

Combe Cottage 

Staverton 

Tontnes, 

Devon, 

TQ9 6AP 

 

Date of site inspection: 26th March, 2019 

 

Report prepared by Rupert Baker BSc (Hons), Dip Arb (RFS), M Arbor A. 

Is a consultant and plantsman who works in arboriculture, horticulture and woodland 

management, though he also ‘gets his hands dirty’. He has over 40 years’ experience in these 

fields, and manages, inspects, and reports on trees and woodlands, and manages, designs, plants 

and establishes orchards, arboreta and gardens.   

He keeps his qualifications up to date with courses, research, and discussion.  He is a member of 

the Royal Forestry Society, Arboricultural Association, and the Tree Register of the British Isles.  

He carries out tree surveys, assessing for risk using the QTRA system, and surveys in relation to 

development; veteran tree management, woodland planting and management plans, arboretum 

and garden design and layout. 

He is fully insured for Professional Indemnity and Public Liability in respect of tree and 

woodland surveys, and for carrying out works for clients. 

In addition to his own work, he serves as the Arboricultural consultant to the Royal Horticultural 

Society (RHS) for the Chelsea, and Hampton Court Flower Shows.  

 

1.0 The Purpose of the report 

1.1 To carry out a walk-over survey to assess what trees were growing in the sloping block of 

woodland below Staverton recreation Ground, owned by the Society; their health and condition, 

and the level of risk that they pose.  

 

2.0 The methodology and limitations of the report. 

2.1 The inspection of the trees on site was carried out from ground level.  The weather at the times 

of the inspections was in general bright and sunny, with good visibility. The inspection 

comprised an examination of the above-ground parts of the trees, together with their rootzones.  

A visual inspection was carried out, a sounding hammer and probe being used to search for the 

presence of decay and cavities, and the crowns examined, with binoculars where necessary.  The 

approximate location of the trees was recorded as a perambulation, the Site being divided into 

distinct area, and these being marked on the attached location plan. Measurements are given in 

metric, in metres(m) and centimetres(cm). The diameter of the trees was measured to assist 

identification, allow assessment of risk under the QTRA system, and to provide information for 

management. 

2.2 Following the inspection, a QTRA (Quantified Tree Risk Assessment) was carried out to give an 

objective appraisal of the risk posed by the trees.  The figures from this, together with the tree’s 

dimensions, are appended separately as the tree schedule, with the results discussed in the body 

of the report. 

2.3 The report is valid for a period of two years from the date of survey.  The condition of the trees, 

and their immediate surroundings, can change as a result of climatic conditions, severe weather, 

and the effect of diseases, pests, and abiotic factors.   



 3

3.0 Site description and description of the trees. 

3.1 The site, a sloping parcel of land south of the Sports field, running down to and bounded by the 

railway line, appears to run to about 2 acres (0.8 Ha).  On its western edge, it has a boundary to 

the Industrial yard owned by KJ Thulborns; whilst at its eastern end it is bounded by a private 

garden (a spring and associated runnel with a bank to its east being the boundary, with a spit of 

marsh runnigh east to the footbridge over the railway line. The boundary between the garden of 

Southford and the marshland at the eastern end is indistinct; I have assumed that the trees along 

the edge of their land, north of the boardwalk, are in their ownership, as they grow out of dry 

ground at the water’s edge. It is marked on older OS maps as being orchard on the slope, with 

marshy ground below. It is now a mosaic of habitats with occasional larger mature trees, mostly 

associated with boundary features.  

3.2 The land is exposed to the prevailing SW winds running down the Dart valley.  It rises from 15 

to 20m above sea-level.  The soils on site appeared to be silty clay loams of the Denbigh 2 

Series, over alluvium at the bottom of the slope, and Sedimentary slates and mudstones of the 

Nordon Formation further up. (Source, BGS and SSEW maps, and on-site observation). The 

level ground at the bottom of the slope has impeded drainage as a result of the railway 

embankment, and has formed marshland and wet woodland,  

3.3 The land was divided up into separate areas for the purpose of the survey; these are marked on a 

plan (attached to this report) and referred to by their Area number in the report and tree schedule.  

3.4 The attached Tree Schedule lists the trees, with their diameter at breast height, maturity, risk 

rating parameters, and a brief description and/or comment. It gives figures for the QTRA 

assessment of risk. Please refer to the schedule for details of individual trees. 

Given the low levels of target present on the site, none of the trees on your part of the site 

showed defects sufficiently severe to need work to reduce the risk they pose on safety grounds 

alone. In area 4, the ownership of the boundary bank was unclear; one tree on this bank is likely 

to fail in the next year or two, but the risk is low because of the low target.  A much larger 

Beech, apparently on your neighbour’s land, poses a higher level of risk.  

3.5 The schedule lists the trees by area, in each case, as a perambulation; starting at the NW corner 

of the site and moving eastwards; then treating Areas 8 and 9 in the opposite direction, moving 

westwards, and reversing along Area 10, heading back eastwards again. 

3.6 Overall, the woodland falls into several National Vegetation Classification (NVC) categories; the 

wet woodland appears to be W7a; the slopes a patchwork of Scrub habitats (approximating to 

W21, and W8 woodland.  

3.7 The railway was built 1872; so the wet woodland has had over a century to develop in.  The 

slopes must have ceased to be used as an orchard fifty or more years ago;  there is no sign of fruit 

trees present, and other than hedgerow trees, the other trees on site are no older than 30-50 years, 

judging by their diameters and apparent rates of growth. 

3.8 There are several good, large mature trees – notably two oak, one three-stemmed from an older 

tool; a large Ash, a very nice specimen of common Alder; and a good specimen of the 

uncommon local endemic Elm, Ulmus daveyi, which is resistant (but not immune) to Dutch Elm 

Disease. There is also a short row of Field maple, on an old hedge bank, now grown out from 

hedgerow stools to form mature stems. The majority of the trees are younger, classed as early-

mature to mature specimens; these include Beech, Ash, Sycamore, Willow, and Alder.  

3.9 Future management. Given the probable loss of many of the mature Ash on site, I would suggest 

a replanting programme using species such as Oak and Small-leaved Lime; with perhaps some 

poplar on the wetter areas to give rapid canopy closure, and keep the ground-flora from growing 

up into bramble-dominated scrub. 
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4.0 Risk Management Issues 

4.2 None of the trees inspected had issues severe enough to compromise their stability or affect the 

risk they pose.  

4.3 This risk was assessed using the QTRA system; see the appendix below.  

4.4 Chalara fraxinea on Ash. There was no sign of this disease on the Ash on site when I inspected; 

but the disease is spreading through Devon, and is likely to affect the trees in this patch of 

woodland in the next few years.  When it does, it is likely that you will lose 90% or so of the 

mature Ash on site; and younger trees, and future seedlings, are equally susceptible. Current 

advice from the Forestry Commission is that you should avoid felling trees until the diesaease 

appears, as some ash may be resistant to it, and will be important in preserving the species in the 

UK. 

 

4.9 Recommendations for tree works. 

Given the low risk ratings found on inspection, none of the trees on your land need work purely 

on safety grounds.  The condition of the large Beech on your neighbour’s land adjacent to Area 4 

should be brought to their attention. 

 

4.9.1 Given the good condition of the majority, and the relatively low level of target that the 

trees have, I would suggest that they only need reinspection at 3-year intervals. The next survey 

would therefore best be carried out during the late autumn/winter of 2021-22. 

 

5. Arboricultural Constraints 

5.1 Legal Constraints:   

According to South Hams District Council’s website,the trees on your land are not covered by a Tree 

Preservation Order; nor are they within a Conservation Area (within the legal sense of the Town 

& Country Planning act) and therefore are not legally protected. No permission needs to be 

sought from the Local Authority before you carry out any works.  

The Forestry Act applies, however, and if you intend to fell more than 5 cubic metres of timber in a 

calendar quarter (ie a period between legal Quarter Days) then you must apply for a felling 

licence, unless the trees to be felled are dead or immediately dangerous. 

 

5.2 Ecological considerations 

It is an offence to disturb nesting birds, or to injure or disturb bats or damage their roosting sites. 

Prior to carrying out any work on the trees, the contractors carrying out the work should examine 

them to ensure that there are no nests or roosts present in the tree. 

 

5.3 Specification for Tree Works 

Any specific tree work operations shall be carried out as per BS3998:2010 and any amendment 

or re-enactment thereof. 

 

Rupert Baker BSc (Hons), Dip Arb (RFS), M Arbor A   12th April 2019 

 

 



                                   Schedule of trees in woods on slope below Staverton Playing fields 

Area 

No. 

Principal 

species 

Comments Maturity;  

Dbh 

 

Target Size 

of 

part 

Prob. 

Of 

failure 

Risk  Ground flora  

1 Hawthorn, 

Hazel 

Buddleia, 

Elder  

1 M/s Ash; 

and some YM 

Ash. 

 

 

By entrance from sports pitch car park 

Slope down from top edge. 

A relatively young area, though with 

some good sized Hazel stools 

EM, YM 3 3 5 <1:1m 

 

nettles Ivy cuckoo 

pint, Harts-tongue, 

dog’s mercury; 

daffodils  

 

 

Ash tree in Area 1 



 

2 Field Maple 

Oak 

Ash 

Hawthorn, 

Hazel. Then 

Ash 

Hazel 

Ash 

Holly 

Ash  

Hawthorn, 

Hazel 

Ash, 

Blackthorn 

M/s, part of a remnant hedgebank,  

2-stem, appears sound. 

Heavy ivy Sports field is target. 

 

 

 

big hazel stools,  

2stem  

 

2m down slope 

Badger Setts both sides 

Down slope; below; Blackthorn,  

On level.  

M; m/s,  

EM 2-st, 30’s

M; 75 

 

 

M; 55 

 

M; 35/40 

m/s 15-35 

M; 40 

 

YM 

 

YM 

3 2 5 <1:1m Bramble, ivy,  

Yellow Archangel 

 

     

Row of field maple from N    Row from S 

 



 

3 Ash  

Oak  

Ash  

Beech 

Davey’s Elm 

Oak 

2Stem, Heavy ivy 

Leans S. 

Then fence running down slope.   

Squirrel damaged.  Then hawthorn 

5m down slope, forks low down 

In good condition. Then entrance 

path from field into woods.  

 

M; 30,50,  

M; 75 

YM; 20   

 

/M; 35,50, 

M; 70 

    Cleavers, Ransoms, 

Lesser Celandine, 

Bluebells 

 

   

Oak from NE        Elm from SW; Oak in background 



 

4  

 

2 planted 

Beech, 

Aesculus 

Beech 

 

 

 

 

 

Oak 

Beech 

 

 

Ash 

Flattish land above slope, in corner 

between sports field and eastern boundary 

hedge.  

1st M/s with poor unions; has shed one stem. 

Young Aesculus;  

Eastern boundary bank lined with hedging 

beech, grown up into pole-stag and larger 

trees, very close together; at southern end 

one larger beech, half-dead, one stem 

broken out, basal decay on remainder;  good 

habitat. 

On bank to S; Heavy ivy growth. 

On/over E boundary. 2-stem from 2.5m; 

poor union. Heavy ivy; limb losses from 

crown; behind fence.  

Below Beech, by edge of streamlet; leans 

SW 

 

 

 

YM; M/s 

YM; 25 

 

EM; 15-40 

 

 

 

 

EM; 35 

M; 80 

 

 

EM; 35 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4 

 

 

 

 

 

3 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2 

 

 

 

 

 

1 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3 

 

 

 

 

 

3 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1:1m 

 

 

 

 

 

1:40k 

Ransoms, 

Periwinkle, 

Woodrush 

    



Failed beech stem on hedge        M/s planted beech; limb lost 2-stemmed mature beech over fence Ash below beech 

5 Willow, 

Ash, 

Elder 

Slope below 4; young secondary 

growth with bramble scrub;. Path zig-

zags down to its west. Habitat better 

at bottom of slope 

Y     below is Ransoms, 

Dog’s Mercury, 

Meadowsweet 

Ferns, Primrose, 

Bluebells, 

Woodrush 

6  

 

 

Beech 

Oak, 

Alder, 

Beech 

Sycamore 

Ash 

Sycamore 

Fallen Oak 

Beech 

Oak 

Oak 

Oak 

½ Fallen 

Willow 

Boundary bank on bottom of slope; 

wetland to S, to railway. Trees listed 

going West to end of owned land 

 

 

Leans over path 

 

 

 

 

Dead; windlown. 

Squirrel damaged 

Alder and horizontal oak in marsh to 

south; then boardwalk; Oak leans NE 

 

More or less stable. 

 

 

 

EM 20 

EM 25 

M; 35 

EM; 25 

EM; 20-30 

M; 60 

EM  

80 

EM, 30 

M; 50 

M; 40 

EM; 30 

3 2 5 <1:1m  



       

7  

 

 

Alders 

Willow 

Sycamore 

Ash 

Willow 

Sycamore 

Between Boardwalk and railway line; 

growing out of edge of bank 

 

Alders in marsh  

Half fallen to south 

2-stemmed 

2-stemmed; heavy ivy 

Fallen; appears stable 

Several stems; squirrel damaged; 

then exit to path and railway crossing 

 

 

 

M; 20-40 

M; 30 

EM; 20’s 

EM; 30,35 

M; 25 

EM 

 

3 2 4 1:1m  



 

Trees listed above; note those on LH side considered to be in private ownership 

8  

Willow 

 

 

 

Oak 

Hazel 

Alder 

Alder 

Ash 

From main path, going W 

Leaning + fallen lower stem. Then 2 

springs come out of slope, running 

down to marsh; no trees; then rock 

outcrop – horizontally bedded shillet 

W of outcrop; 3-stemmed 

Occasional stools 

On lower slope; 2-stemmed 

Good tall straight specimen 

 

EM; 25 

 

 

 

M; 23,30,40 

 

M 30,40 

M; 55 

M; 35,45 

    Good ground flora 



 2-stemmed; good union on remnant 

bank.  

Western end of slope is secondary 

willow scrub 

 

                                      

Ash at top of slope        Big Alder, Area 8 

9 Willow 

 

2 Oak 

Alder 

An area of Scrub and multistemmed 

stools; several fallen; one broken.  

On drier islands in marsh 

West to boundary with Kevin 

Thulborn’s yard. 

 

 

YM-EM 

 

M; 35, 40 

EM; 20-35 

    Chrysoplenium 

oppositifolium; 

Hemlock; 

Dogs’ mercury 

Enchanter’s 

nightshadeFerns, 

Woundwort 

 



   

Wetland showing willow, alder in background    Wetland showing good ground flora 

10  

 

Dead Stump 

Ash 

 

Alder 

Willow 

Willow 

 

Along edge of railway track; going 

from western end eastwards 

2m high; large Ganoderma brackets 

3-stemmed; leans over railway 4m e 

of boundary; appears sound 

Line of stools along railway edge 

Old pollard between oaks in 9 above 

2 broken specimens; then cross fence 

to Area 6 

 

 

 

35, 44, 45 

 

M; 20-35 

M; 15-20 

    Kingcups, 

Iris  

Some spindle on 

drier ground 

 





What is Quantified Tree Risk Assessment? A Non-technical Summary 

 

1.0 Tree safety management is a matter of balancing the Risk of Harm from falling trees with the 

benefits from trees. Although it may seem counter intuitive, the condition of trees should not 

be the first consideration. Instead, tree managers should first consider the usage of the land 

on which the trees stand, which in turn will inform the process of assessing the trees. 

Quantified Tree Risk Assessment (QTRA) applies established and accepted risk management 

principles to tree safety management in accordance with ISO 31000:2009, Risk management 

– Principles and guidelines, which is published by national standards agencies. By 

quantifying the Risk of Harm as a probability, QTRA enables the tree manager to manage the 

risk from tree failure to widely accepted risk thresholds.  

2.0 Using the QTRA approach, the land-use (people and property) upon which trees could fail is 

assessed and quantified first. This enables tree managers to determine whether or not and to 

what degree of rigour a survey or inspection of the trees is required. Where necessary, the 

tree or branch is then considered in terms of both size (potential impact) and probability of 

failure. Values derived from the assessment of these three components are combined to 

calculate the risk of harm as a probability, which can then be compared to advisory levels of 

risk acceptability. 

3.0 The method moves the management of tree safety away from labelling trees as either ‘safe’ 

or ‘unsafe’, thereby requiring definitive statements of tree safety from either tree surveyors or 

tree managers.  

Instead, QTRA quantifies the risk of significant harm from tree failure in a way that enables 

tree managers to balance safety with tree value and operate to predetermined risk thresholds. 

4.0 By taking a QTRA approach to tree risk, tree managers commonly find they spend less 

resources on assessing and managing tree risk, whilst maximising the benefits their tree 

populations provide. Furthermore, in the event of a 'tolerable' or 'acceptable' tree risk being 

realised, they are in a robust position to demonstrate that they have acted reasonably and 

proportionately. 

5.0 Briefly, it involves an inspection to assess the likelihood of a tree, or a part thereof, failing in 

the following year; combined with an assessment of the size of the part likely to fail (to give 

a numerical rating to the damage it could inflict when it fails, based on its likely weight), and 

an assessment of the likelihood of the target area being occupied by vehicles, pedestrian, or 

structures.  In the case of structures, the value of repairs to the structure is taken into account. 

These ratings are then used to derive an overall annual risk rating. So a decayed tree well 

away from a target would be given a low rating; one with small limbs likely to fall would 

also be given a low risk rating; whereas an unstable tree close to a target, be it a road, 

structure, or people, would be given a high risk rating.   

6.0 The ratings produced by the system give the likelihood of a tree or a part of it failing, and 

causing damage or injury, in the following year. It should be noted that trees with low risk 

ratings may still fail or shed limbs; but their target rating will be sufficiently low that, even if 

they do fail, they are unlikely to cause damage or injury. 

7.0 In safety terms, one must apply the Tolerability of Risk framework (ToR) to QTRA. There are 

three threshold values. A Risk of Harm (RoH) less than 1:1,000,000 is broadly 

acceptable and already ‘As Low As Reasonably Practicable’ (ALARP). A RoH of 

1:1000 or greater is unacceptable and should not ordinarily be tolerated. Between these two 

thresholds, the RoH may be tolerable if it is ALARP; but a Risk of Harm of 1:10,000 or 

worse will not be Tolerable where it is imposed on others, such as the public.  

7.1 Where risks are in the range 1:10,000 to 1:1m, management decisions must be made, 

considering the benefits and costs of risk control, including the benefits provided by trees 

that might be lost to risk control measures. 



 

8.0 A description of each parameter: 

Target rating. This is calculated in relation to the degree of occupancy by people and passing 

vehicles, and the presence of potential targets such as property, which have a repair or 

rebuild cost, or an intrinsic value. The targets and rates of use within reach of the trees were 

assessed during inspection,  

Impact rating This relates to the size of the tree or piece of tree most likely to fail; on the basis 

of that the level of damage or injury that is likely to arise will be proportional to the size of 

the failed part.  They are banded into diameters: rating 1= 450mm+ diameter, rating 2= 250-

450mm, rating 3= 100-250mm, rating 4= 25-100mm.  Trees are rated according to their 

species, crown architecture, and condition; so a large oak with sound unions, sound at the 

base, but with evidence of past limb-loss might be given an impact rating of 3 on the basis of 

the size of branch most likely to fail.   

Probability of Failure rating: This records my assessment of the likelihood of failure of the 

tree or its relevant part within the next year, set out in bands, and based on an assessment of 

the tree’s condition. The bands increase by a factor of ten each time – from Band 1, 1:1-

1:10, to Band 6, 1:100,000-1:1million.  

9.0 Risk rating – Risk of Harm. 

Is a compound of the above inputs, to give an overall risk of the tree or a part failing, hitting 

someone or something, and causing damage or injury, in the next 12 months, worked out by 

an algorithm developed as part of the system, relating to a range of outcomes calculated 

using Monte Carlo simulations (a statistical method of improving the realistic accuracy of 

probabilities).  

10.0  When controlling risks from falling trees, the benefit of reduced risk is obvious, but the costs 

of risk control are all too often neglected. For every risk reduced there will be costs, over 

and above the financial cost of implementing the control measure. Other costs include the 

transfer of risks to tree-workers; and most trees confer benefits in aesthetic, habitat, or 

historical terms, the loss of which should be considered as a cost when balancing the costs 

and benefits of risk control. 

 


