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1 Introduction  

1.1 Martin Dobson Associates Ltd was instructed by Urban Wilderness on behalf of Mr Will 
Benson to carry out a survey of trees within the grounds of Applegarth Farm, Grayshott, 
Hants, GU26 6JL.  The aim of the survey was to identify how trees on the property might 
potentially be affected by the construction of buildings to house a range of business outlets, 
including restaurant, farm shop, cookery school and artisan workshops.  The survey also 
formed the basis for making recommendations in order to protect trees that would be 
retained during and after development. 

1.2 The British Standard 5837: 2012 Trees in relation to design, demolition and construction – 
Recommendations provides guidance on how to decide which trees are appropriate for 
retention within a development, the means of protecting trees to be retained during the 
development (which may include both demolition and construction work), and the means of 
incorporating trees into the developed landscape.  This report complies with the 
recommendations of the British Standard. 

1.3 Sixty individual trees and three tree Groups adjacent to the proposed development were 
surveyed.  Eight trees were considered to be high quality category A trees, twenty two were 
moderate quality category B trees, and thirty were low value category C trees. 
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2.    Tree survey 

2.1 Outline proposals relate to the expansion of the existing farm shop and restaurant retail 
offering and incorporation of three new facilities as part of a commercial development, 
namely a Rural Enterprise Centre, a Soft Play Facility and Cooking School.  The main objective 
is to obtain Outline Planning Approval from East Hampshire District Council (EHDC) for the 
enlarged economic zone. 

2.2 On 1 December 2014 Martin Dobson Associates Ltd carried out a survey of the trees 
identified by Urban Wilderness as pertinent to the proposed development.  The survey was 
carried out in line with British Standard 5837: 2012 Trees in relation to design, demolition 
and construction - Recommendations.  Each individual tree not in designated groups (see 
2.6) was marked with an aluminium marker tag carrying a unique number.  Appended at 
MD1 is a copy of the tree survey schedule which lists the sixty individual trees and three tree 
groups adjacent to the proposed development, together with the tag numbers (1001 – 
1063).  Tree numbers have been abbreviated in this report as follows, T1 = 1001, T2 = 1002 
etc.  Details of tree dimensions and condition are also given.  The explanation of 
abbreviations used in the schedule is given at the end of the table. 

2.3 The position of the surveyed trees in relation to existing structures is shown at MD2.  
Information from the survey enabled suitable root protection areas to be calculated for each 
tree and these are shown on plans, and in the tree schedule at MD3.  The positions of the 
surveyed trees and a reasonable indication of their comparative branch spreads are shown 
on the plans.  The site survey drawing has been colour coded as follows:  

 A trees (high quality and value, minimum 40 years useful life)  LIGHT GREEN 

 B trees (moderate quality and value, minimum 20 years useful life)  MID BLUE 

C trees (low quality and value, minimum 10 years useful life)   GREY 

2.4 The existing layout of the site is shown in the aerial photograph in Figure 1 and in MD2.  On 
both sides of the existing entrance to Applegarth Farm from the B3002 Headley Road, a 
range of tall trees form a belt which borders the south-western boundary to the plot 
designated for development (T25 – T36).  The East Hampshire District Council website 
identifies that two areas along this boundary have been designated 'Tree Preservation Areas' 
(Figure 2), indicating that Tree Preservation Order legislation is likely to apply to these areas. 

2.5 The north-western boundary of the plot is bordered by a shelter belt composed of alder (G1 
and G2), whilst the south-eastern border has been recently cleared of trees, although still 
marked on the Google map (Figure 1).  In addition to the borders described above, there are 
a range of trees amongst the existing farm enterprise buildings, car parking and play areas. 
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Figure 1. Aerial photograph showing the plot the subject of development proposals bordered in red. 

  

 

Figure 2. Location of tree preservation areas in relation to the plot subject to development proposals bordered in red. 

 

Tree populations 

2.6 In more detail, trees T1 to T38 form the south-western boundary to the plot.  These mainly 
comprise middle aged and mature, tall specimens of sycamore, lime, oak, beech, birch and 
horse chestnut.  Some of these trees are located within the boundary fence but others occur 
close to the new footpath on the outside of this fence and are most probably owned by 



 6 

Hampshire County Council acting as the relevant Highways Authority.  The trees form a 
prominent arboricultural feature in the local landscape, and several (trees T18, T25, T26, 
T28, T33, T34, T35) have been identified as category A according to BS5837 criteria, 
reflecting their high quality.  The remainder are categorised as B and C in approximately 
equal measure.  

2.7 Tree groups G1 and G2 comprise a series of alders, presumably planted in order to produce a 
shelterbelt between contiguous fields.  These trees are approximately 12 to 13 metres tall 
and in reasonable condition but individually category C according to BS5837 criteria. 

2.8 On the north-west edge of the existing building complex there are a range of medium and 
large trees (T46 - T57), some suppressed by the others and all very close to the built 
infrastructure.  Limes dominate these trees but oak, yew, goat willow, sycamore and Norway 
maple also occur.  Most of these trees are category C, but a few are considered to be 
category B (trees T46, T53, T56 and T57).  Several of the trees are multi-stemmed and some 
are suppressed by the close grouping. 

2.9 At the entrance to the farm shop and restaurant there is a pair of trees (T58, T59); a large 
two-stemmed oak and a smaller lime.  The former is high quality (category A), the latter 
category C as it is suppressed by the oak.  To the south-east of the toilet block, an outgrown 
hawthorn hedge forms tree group G3.  The trees are category C.  Two sycamores and one 
large oak (T61, T62 and T63) occur in close proximity, categorised as B and C. 
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3. Statutory and non-mandatory guidance 

Tree Preservation Orders 

3.1 Local authorities reserve the right to create Tree Preservation Orders (TPO) to protect the 
amenity value conferred to a location by a tree or group of trees.  Where a TPO is in force, 
unauthorised lopping, topping, felling, uprooting or wilful damage caused to a tree is 
prohibited and such actions may be prosecuted and incur an unlimited fine.  Works to TPO 
protected trees must only be undertaken with the written consent of the local authority. 

 
3.2 The EHDC website confirms that there is a Tree Preservation Order covering the site which 

appears to be an Area Order.  However, we have not confirmed this with EHDC. 
 

3.3 The site does not lie within a designated Conservation Area. 
 
Hedgerows 

3.4 The Hedgerow Regulations 1997 provide protection by prohibiting the removal of most 
countryside hedgerows without first notifying the local authority.  If a hedgerow is assessed 
as ‘important’ according to the criteria set out in the Regulations, the local authority may 
prohibit its removal by issuing a retention notice within 42 days of receiving the notification.  
Hedges that fall within this designation are likely to be large, biodiverse or of significant 
landscape or historical value. 

 
3.5 The hawthorn hedgerow on the site (tree Group 3) is outgrown and has not been maintained 

at a reasonable height. 
 
3.6 None of the hedgerows qualify as ‘important’ under the Hedgerow Regulations 1997. 

 
National House Building Council 

3.7 This report has been written in accordance with, and to satisfy the requirement of BS 
5837:2012 Trees in relation to design, demolition and construction – Recommendations.  The 
British Standard advises at 4.3.1 that soil type should be considered when designing building 
foundations.   

 
3.8 The nature of the soils on site was not assessed during the survey.  The British Geological 

Survey map (Figure 3) indicates that the site is underlain by sandy Hythe Beds.  Hence, 
foundation design need not consider the effect of trees on the shrink-swell behaviour of the 
soil as it is likely to be negligible.  The National House Building Council Chapter 4.2 Building 
Near Trees provides further guidance. 
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Figure 3. Extract from British Geological Survey 1: 50,000 scale geological map indicating that the site is underlain by 
sandy Hythe Beds.   
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4 Development impacts and opportunities 
 

4.1 This section gives an overview of the likely impact of the proposed development on trees.  It 
has been assumed that development will proceed in broad accordance with information 
provided in the documents supplied at the time of instruction. 

 
Likely impacts of development across the site 

4.2 The location of several of the trees on the site is likely to materially affect how development 
takes place, especially those adjacent to existing and planned future buildings and 
infrastructure.  Depending on plans for the construction of a new entrance and driveway, 
some trees at the entrance to Applegarth Farm may also pose constraints to the 
construction of a new entrance and driveway.  Nevertheless, the tree survey has revealed 
that the current site possesses several dense groups of trees where tree suppression is 
taking place.  Thus it is likely that several trees of low quality (category C trees) can be 
removed without detrimental effects to the landscaping of the site or its surroundings.  The 
choice of tree removal will depend, in part, on the precise location of the proposed new 
buildings and infrastructure.  Tree removal is an option which should be considered during 
the planning of proposed infrastructure, though a balance will need to be struck between 
removing trees whilst retaining a local landscape which benefits from the presence of 
mature trees. 

 
4.3 Tree removal would give some scope to add arboricultural value to the site through new tree 

planting.  Depending on final design, there may be opportunity to establish trees which can 
better meet the needs of the new land-use.  In addition, species can be chosen as resilient to 
the predicted changes in future climate. 

 
4.4 The presence of trees on adjacent land must also be considered.  Those relevant to the 

proposed development are located along the Headley Road.  Most of these have Root 
Protection Areas (see below) which extend into the site in question.  Thus location of new 
infrastructure must take their location into account, through the production of an 
Arboricultural Impact Assessment (AIA).  The existence of two Tree Preservation Areas in this 
part of the farm poses further constraints on development (see section 3.1). 
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5 Considerations at the detailed design stage 
 
Root Protection Areas (RPA) 

5.1 BS 5837:2012 indicates that the Root Protection Area (RPA) is calculated using the trunk 
diameter at a height of 1.5 metres (refer to MD3) and represents the minimum area around 
each tree that must be left undisturbed to ensure their survival. 

 
5.2 Tree roots may spread two times the width of the crown, although this figure may be 

significantly increased for certain species and where specific ground conditions are present.  
The majority of tree roots are found in the top 600 mm of soil and most of the fine roots that 
absorb water and nutrients are found in the top 100 mm. 

 
5.3 The morphology of roots is influenced by past and present site conditions (the presence of 

roads, structures and underground services), soil type, topography and drainage.  This 
means that a tree’s roots may not be uniform in their extent and the RPA may not be a 
circular area centred on the tree stem. 

 
5.4 The RPAs shown in MD2 should be used to guide the detailed design process at this stage.  

 
Underground Utility Issues 

5.5 The installation of utilities can be very damaging to tree root systems and can affect a much 
larger area of roots than is directly affected by trench creation. 

 
5.6 Where the installation of services within the RPA of retained trees is unavoidable, 

appropriate work methods will be required to ensure the safe long-term survival of those 
trees.  This process will require additional consultation with a competent arboriculturalist 
and is likely to be more expensive than conventional trench installation. Hand-digging, for 
example, can be used to avoid damaging larger roots. 

 
Structural stand-off 

5.7 Structural stand-off is defined here as an adequate area around a tree that protects its roots, 
trunk and branches from damage during building operations as well as allow for co-existence 
of retained trees with new buildings.  The function of such a standoff is to ensure adequate 
space is afforded for future tree growth, ultimate height and crown spread, and to minimise 
adverse interference with future site use. 

 
5.8 The Tree Constraints Plan (MD2) shows the Root Protection Areas and existing canopy 

spreads of trees on or adjacent to the site.  Development standoff should respect whichever 
is the greater of the two but also consider the following guidance; 

 
Mature Trees 

5.9 Adequate structural stand-off for mature trees can be inferred from respective Root 
Protection Areas.  Due to their large stem girth (translating to an RPA radius that generally 
exceeds their canopy extents) and limited potential for further expansion, these trees are 
likely to require minimal future management to maintain existing crown dimensions. 

 
5.10 At this site, the shadows cast by remaining large trees are not anticipated to be of 

importance due to layout design.  However, it will be important that the detailed design 
anticipates and prevents pruning pressure that may be placed on retained trees by the 
development. 
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Young and Middle-aged Trees 

5.11 Structural stand-off for individual trees chosen to remain on site after development will 
need to take account of species and future adjacent land use.  Further advice should be 
sought at the detailed design stage from a competent arboriculturist. 

 
Drainage & Storm Water Run-off Issues 

5.12 Drainage and storm water run-off requires due consideration and construction requirements 
(e.g. permeable surfacing) to prevent excessive and/or polluted run-off into the Root 
Protection Area of trees to be retained. 

 
5.13 On this site, no specific relationships were identified between hydrology patterns and tree 

survival. 
 

Ground Level Changes 

5.14 A rise or reduction in soil level can have major implications on the longevity and health of 
the trees on site.  Minor changes (up to 100 mm) can be tolerated in some cases but is 
heavily dependent on tree species, condition and growing environment. 

 
5.15 Existing ground levels within the Root Protection Area should be respected as far as is 

reasonably practicable.  The advice of a competent arboriculturist should be sought if level 
changes are required. 
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6 Arboricultural recommendations 
 
Tree Work 

6.1 Management recommendations for trees based on their current agricultural or roadside 
context can be found at MD1.  Additional management may be required in response to any 
change in land use that may result from development. 

 
6.2 All tree surgery work should be carried out by a qualified contractor in accordance with BS 

3998:2010 Tree work – Recommendations. 
 

Arboricultural Impact Assessment 

6.3 An Arboricultural Impact Assessment (AIA) will be required in support of a reserved 
matter/detailed application.  This will identify, evaluate and possibly mitigate the impacts of 
developing land on the existing tree resource. 

 
6.4 One function of the AIA process will be the consideration of trees alongside other project 

disciplines (layout, drainage, utilities etc.) in order to minimise future conflict and avoid 
unexpected expense or undesirable tree loss. 

 
6.5 A major outcome of the AIA will be to make recommendations where fencing may be 

necessary to protect trees and their Root Protection Areas, where, instead, forms of ground 
protection may be necessary, or where existing buildings are likely to have inhibited tree 
rooting such that future development can take place without risk to the trees involved.  
Figure 4 shows fencing considered suitable to exclude plant and machinery from RPAs, 
following BS5837:2012.  Ground protection is recommended where such fencing is 
impractical, but serves similar purposes of avoiding soil compaction and tree root damage. 

 

 

Figure 4. Diagram to 
illustrate design of 
protective fencing  
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6.6 It is recommended that the AIA should be made available to and be read by all professionals 
involved with tendering for and implementing any planning consent obtained before any 
construction activities commence on site.  Consideration should be given in cost estimates to 
engaging the services of a competent arboriculturist to be consulted on tree protection prior 
to the commencement of and for the duration of construction works. 

 
6.7 It is further recommended that prior to works commencing on site, a contractor’s method 

statement should be prepared dealing with the procedures necessary to avoid damage to 
tree roots and/or branches.  The method statement should deal with the timing and method 
of installation of tree protection and will need to state that this will be put in place and be 
checked by a competent person prior to the commencement of any construction works.  It 
should also state that tree protection will not be removed under any circumstances until 
works on site have been completed to the satisfaction of a competent arboriculturist. 

 
Mitigation Planting & Landscaping 

6.8 Replacement tree planting is likely to be required in the event that trees are lost as a result 
of development.  This is most commonly secured by the provision of a planting scheme 
submitted in support of a planning or reserved matters application.  The requirement for 
replacement planting and its extent will be assessed as part of the AIA process. 

 
6.9 In general, tree species should be chosen that meet recommendations in the Right Trees for 

a Changing Climate database (http://www.righttrees4cc.org.uk/).  It is important that trees 
are chosen such that their size at maturity is appropriate to their proximity to the new 
development.  There may be opportunities to provide desirable shading.  In addition, given 
the intended after-use for the site, some fruit tree species and those that bear edible nuts 
could be chosen.  It is recommended that tree species are selected for cultural rather than 
ecological qualities.  The advice of an arboriculturist should be sought during planting plan 
preparation to ensure species and placement suitability. 

 
Post Development Management 

6.10 Hazard recommendations are based on observations at the time of visit.  Trees are dynamic 
living organisms whose structure is constantly changing; even those in good condition can 
suffer from damage or stress.  Following site development, regular – annual or biennial – 
inspections of all retained trees should be undertaken by a qualified arboriculturalist. 

 

  

http://www.righttrees4cc.org.uk/
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7. Conclusions 

7.1 Martin Dobson Associates was appointed by Urban Wilderness to carry out a survey of trees 
on land located at Applegarth Farm, Grayshott, Hampshire.  This report details the 
arboricultural constraints of developing the site and the likely impacts to the tree stock from 
development for new hard end-use. 

 
7.2 A survey of trees has been carried out in accordance with the British Standard 5837: 2012 

Trees in relation to design, demolition and construction - recommendations.  Sixty individual 
trees and three tree Groups were surveyed.  Eight trees are considered to be high quality 
category A trees, twenty two moderate value category B trees, and thirty low value category 
C trees. 

 
7.3 East Hampshire District Council has designated two Tree Preservation Areas on land within 

and adjoining the proposed area of development close to the Headley Road.  The site does 
not lie within a Conservation Area. 

 
7.4 Loss of some trees will be required to permit development but it is considered that this will 

not result in significant impact to landscape quality.  The precise nature of tree loss, and 
provision for protection for proposed retained trees will depend on the production of an 
Arboricultural Impact Assessment (AIA). 

 
7.5 There will be some scope within new gardens and landscaping to increase the arboricultural 

value to the site through new and more appropriate planting.  Species choice for tree 
planting should seek to enhance the cultural landscape quality across the site. 

7.6 An Arboricultural Impact Assessment (AIA) will be required in support of a detailed design 
planning application.  This will identify, evaluate and mitigate the impacts of developing land 
on the existing tree resource. 
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APPENDIX MD1 
Tree survey schedule (BS5837: 2012) for Applegarth Farm 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Tree 

number

Tree tag 

number

Species Height 

(m) 

Trunk 

diameter (mm) 

N (m) S (m) E (m) W (m) Height of crown 

clearance (m) 

Age 

class

Physiological 

condition 

Structural 

condition

Useful 

life (yrs)

BS5867 

Grade

Comments

T1 1001 Sycamore 19 550 4.5 4 4 3 5 MA Good Good 40+ B Ivy clad stem, tight fork at 6 m

T2 1002 Oak 16 550 0 9 3 7 8 MA Fair - Poor Fair 20-40 C Ivy clad, leaning to S, die-back 

of branch ends

T3 1003 Sycamore 18 440 6 5 5 3 6 Y Good Good 40+ B Ivy clad, minor dead wood

T4 1004 Oak 20 640 3 12 4 8 8 MA Good Good 40+ B Ivy clad, leaning to S, minor die-

back

T5 1005 Sycamore 18 460 3 4 4 3 6 Y Good Good 40+ C Ivy clad

T6 1006 Oak 19 630 5 5 5 2 3 MA Good Good 40+ B Ivy clad

T7 1007 Oak 19 630 8 5 8 7 2 MA Good Good 40+ B Ivy covered, some minor 

deadwood

T8 1008 Sycamore 8 190 2 1 1 1 3 Y Poor Poor <10 C Ivy clad, suppressed

T9 1009 Lime 13 230 4 3 3 3 2 Y Good Good 40+ C Ivy clad, slightly suppressed

T10 1010 Sycamore 16 394* 4 3 3 3 3 Y Good Good 40+ C Multi stemmed (x3)

T11 1011 Birch 16 300 3 4 6 0 3 MA Good Good 20-40 C Ivy, one sided to N

T12 1012 Birch 17 550 7 1 6 5 3 M Good Good 20-40 B Ivy clad, leaning and one sided 

to N; some minor dead 

branches

T13 1013 Birch 18 200 4 0 1.5 2 2 Y Poor Fair <10 C Ivy clad, leaning to N; 

suppressed

T14 1014 Oak 16 270 4 1 3 3 10 Y Good Good 40+ C Significant ivy covering trunk

T15 1015 Hawthorn 7 170 3 1 2 1.5 3 MA Fair Good <10 C Very ivy clad

T16 1016 Sycamore 14 340 5 3.5 4 4 3 Y Good Good 40+ B Some ivy

T17 1017 Beech 19 650 3 9 10 8 4 MA Good Good 40+ B Some ivy; Crown lift to 6 m over 

entrance

T18 1018 Beech 24 750 9 6 11 8 5 MA Good Good 40+ A Triple fork at 12 m; monitor 

condition

T19 1019 Beech 17 540 6 6 4 3 8 MA Good Good 40+ B

T20 1020 Sycamore 18 360 4 1 4 1.5 5 Y Good Good 40+ C Stem fork at 8 m into 2 upright 

limbs; minor ivy

NSEW – crown spread in metres;  Age class: Y – young (less than one-third of life expectancy); MA - mid-aged 
(one-third to two-thirds of life expectancy); M – mature (> one-third life expectancy) 
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NSEW – crown spread in metres;  Age class: Y – young (less than one-third of life expectancy); MA - mid-aged 
(one-third to two-thirds of life expectancy); M – mature (> one-third life expectancy) 



 17 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

NSEW – crown spread in metres;  Age class: Y – young (less than one-third of life expectancy); MA - mid-aged 
(one-third to two-thirds of life expectancy); M – mature (> one-third life expectancy) 



18 

 

APPENDIX MD2 
Existing site survey drawing (ground floor) showing tree numbers and extent of tree canopies (dotted lines)  

BS5837 colour codes (A – Green, B – Blue, C – Grey). A1 version of this plan submitted separately as ‘Tree Constraints 
Plan’ 
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APPENDIX MD5 
BS5837: 2012 schedule of root protection areas 

 

Tree tag number Species Trunk diameter 

(mm) 

BS5837: 2012 

Root protection 

Area (RPA) (m
2
)

BS5837: 2012 

Radial Protection 

Distance (m)

1001 Sycamore 550 136.9 6.6

1002 Oak 550 136.9 6.6

1003 Sycamore 440 87.6 5.3

1004 Oak 640 185.3 7.7

1005 Sycamore 460 95.7 5.5

1006 Oak 630 179.6 7.6

1007 Oak 630 179.6 7.6

1008 Sycamore 190 16.3 2.3

1009 Lime 230 23.9 2.8

1010 Sycamore 394 70.2 4.7

1011 Birch 300 40.7 3.6

1012 Birch 550 136.9 6.6

1013 Birch 200 18.1 2.4

1014 Oak 270 33.0 3.2

1015 Hawthorn 170 13.1 2.0

1016 Sycamore 340 52.3 4.1

1017 Beech 650 191.2 7.8

1018 Beech 750 254.5 9.0

1019 Beech 540 131.9 6.5

1020 Sycamore 360 58.6 4.3

1021 Sycamore 450 91.6 5.4

1022 Sycamore 280 35.5 3.4

1023 Horse Chestnut 640 185.3 7.7

1024 Sycamore 1110 557.5 13.3

1025 Beech 770 268.3 9.2

1026 Beech 650 191.2 7.8

1027 Beech 470 99.9 5.6

1028 Beech 680 209.2 8.2

1029 Lime 620 173.9 7.4

1030 Lime 650 191.2 7.8

1031 Sycamore 410 76.1 4.9

1032 Lime 513 119.1 6.2

1033 Lime 850 326.9 10.2

1034 Lime 900 366.5 10.8

1035 Lime 1100 547.5 13.2

1036 Beech 1040 489.4 12.5

1037 Beech 570 147.0 6.8

1038 Oak 763 263.4 9.2

1039 Alder (Group 1) <350 55.4 4.2

1045 Alder (Group 2) 450 91.6 5.4

1046 Sycamore 810 296.9 9.7

1047 Oak 210 20.0 2.5

1048 Lime 320 46.3 3.8

1049 Lime 320 46.3 3.8

1050 Lime 210 20.0 2.5

1051 Lime 250 28.3 3.0

1052 Lime 450 91.6 5.4

1053 Yew 390 68.8 4.7

1054 Lime 570 147.0 6.8

1055 Goat willow 510 81.7 5.1

1056 Oak 600 162.9 7.2

1057 Norway maple 540 131.9 6.5

1058 Oak 950 408.3 11.4

1059 Lime 410 76.1 4.9

1060 Hawthorn (Group 3) 150-250 18.1 2.4

1061 Sycamore 350 55.4 4.2

1062 Oak 660 197.1 7.9

1063 Sycamore 780 275.3 9.4
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APPENDIX MD6 
Qualifications and Experience 

 

Dr Andy Moffat has been engaged in research and advisory work on trees since joining the 
Forestry Commission Research Division in 1985.  He has a BSc (Hons) in Geography and Soil Science 
and a PhD in Geography.  

Dr Moffat began his research career with the Forestry Commission studying the interaction of 
trees in urban and peri-urban environments, focusing particularly on man-made soils and land 
reclamation.  He was a contributor to Urban Forestry Practice, published by the Forestry 
Commission, and several other government guidance documents.  Subsequently, he has led 
research projects on a variety of subjects relevant to arboricultural policy and practice, notably in 
the areas of trees and soil contamination, air pollution, tree rooting and root barriers, trees, 
drought and moisture abstraction, soil shrinkage and species suitability.  He has recently been 
involved in the areas of climate change impacts and ecosystem services.  Dr Moffat has published 
widely, and is the author of some 75 peer reviewed papers, 40 Government publications, 45 
books, book chapters and published conference proceedings, 65 out-reach, trade and other 
publications and 40 contract reports.  During his time with the Forestry Commission, he had a close 
working relationship with both forestry and arboricultural practitioners, and with arboricultural 
policy advisors to government (in the Department for Communities and Local Government).  

In 2013, Dr Moffat set up his own consultancy company, specialising in trees and the built 
environment.  He works closely with arboricultural practices, notably Martin Dobson Associates.  
He is a Fellow of the Royal Geographical Association and a Member of the Institute of Chartered 
Foresters.  He enjoys Chartered Consultancy status from the latter. 

 

Dr Martin Dobson has been engaged in research and advisory work on trees since graduating in 
1986 with a BSc (Hons) Degree in Biology.  Subsequent postgraduate research led to the award of a 
Doctor of Philosophy (DPhil) Degree in Tree Physiology in 1990.  

Postgraduate studies began in 1986 at the University of Ulster and continued in 1987 at the 
Forestry Commission’s Research Station in Hampshire and focussed on the influence of air 
pollution on trees. Upon completion of this research in 1989 Dr Dobson was employed by the 
Forestry Commission and worked in both the Tree Pathology and Environmental Research 
Branches. During the next six years he was responsible for Department of Environment research 
contracts focussing on air pollution, climate change, de-icing salt damage to trees, woodland 
establishment on landfills and tree root research. He has authored two books: De-icing Salt 
Damage to Trees and Shrubs and The Potential for Woodland Establishment on Landfill Sites. He 
concluded his time at the Forestry Commission as Project Manager for research into the 
interaction between trees, roots and clay soils which included laboratory investigations, testing of 
root barriers and a three-year field-scale monitoring programme investigating the influence of 
woodland and grassland on the moisture status of clay soils. 

In 1995 Martin joined the Arboricultural Advisory and Information Service as a senior 
Arboricultural Advisor. The AAIS advised the (then) Department of the Environment on policy 
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