
 

Appendix 1 
Environment Committee 

 
13 January 2011 

 
Transcript of Item 5: London’s Street Trees 

 
Darren Johnson (Chair):  We move on to Item 5, our first main item of business today, on street 
trees.  Welcome to our guests today.  We did a scrutiny investigation on this a few years ago which 
received a lot of publicity and I think helped put the issue of street trees firmly in the public eye.  I 
would like to start off with Jim Smith of the Forestry Commission.  In your opinion, how has the 
landscape of street trees in London changed over the few years since we did our original report? 
 
Jim Smith (London Tree and Woodland Framework Manager, Forestry Commission):  
Since 2007, I would not say it has changed that much.  There have been some improvements in 
terms of the species selection as a result of the previous report and other work in that area, and 
that has been borne out in terms of some of the schemes that the Forestry Commission has 
assisted through our grant schemes, and also obviously through the Mayor’s Street Tree 
programme as well. 
 
Generally speaking, the issues that were raised in the Chainsaw Massacre report are still there.  I 
would not say that they have gone away.  You will appreciate this is a very slow burning issue that 
takes a long time to gestate, and any changes - for instance, changes in species selection or 
practices - are slow to be implemented.  I think we are moving in the right direction in that regard. 
 
Darren Johnson (Chair):  Dave Lofthouse, from a tree officers’ perspective across London, would 
you highlight any particular changes or improvements since the original report? 
 
Dave Lofthouse (Chair, London Tree Officers Association):  I would broadly agree with 
Jim [Smith] there that there have not been major changes.  The councils go on planting as many 
trees as they can afford, but there is the lack of budgets for continued maintenance.  In some 
ways, the stock is in quite poor condition.  There are many fairly moribund trees.  We have got new 
trees in, so there has been some progress, but not an enormous amount. 
 
Darren Johnson (Chair):  Good.  Andrew [Jones], any perspectives from you since we did the 
initial piece of work? 
 
Andrew Jones (Programme Manager - Urban Spaces, GLA):  I agree with these guys here.  
There have been some initiatives that have helped increase and boost the number of street trees, 
such as the Mayor’s Street Tree programme, which has succeeded to date in planting nearly 9,500 
additional street trees over and above what was going on. 
 
Darren Johnson (Chair):  We will come on to that in detail on the Mayor’s programme.  It has 
been one of the welcome improvements since the original piece of work was done. 
 
One of the issues has been on data.  Something we established back when we did the original 
report was that it was important to get accurate data on each borough on the street tree gains and 
losses and so on.  There seems to have been a bit of reluctance to publish that data, although that 
was one of the key recommendations of the report back in 2007.  Do any of you want to comment 
on that? 
 
Dave Lofthouse (Chair, London Tree Officers Association):  The title perhaps for the last 
report was a bit unfortunate in that way: Chainsaw Massacre.  That seemed to reflect, whether 
unintentionally, on tree officers, so there was a bit of a reluctance to provide information.  Mainly, 



 

tree officers are under so much pressure for all sorts of things that providing that data is not always 
the first thing that comes to their mind as a priority.  Some of the data will be a little bit unreliable 
because of the timescale of re-inspections of the whole data.  There is always going to be a lapse 
in correct data.  To a lesser extent you have the problem of different methods of collecting data 
and different pieces of data which are collected in different boroughs on different databases. 
 
Darren Johnson (Chair):  I take that point, but you could argue that similar arguments applied 
when recycling figures first began to be published.  Those sorts of comparisons have been a really 
useful driver in terms of helping local authorities focus their minds and giving local residents a clear 
idea of how their council is doing alongside others’ results. 
 
Jim Smith (Forestry Commission):  Forest Research is doing an ongoing piece of work on 
climate change and street trees.  That entailed trying to get data from urban local authorities, and 
London appeared to be one of the best options for that.  It took me six months in 2009 to 
persuade local authorities, the 32 local boroughs, to release that data solely for the purpose of 
Forest Research.  I had to ask them to sign forms to say that, once that data had been released to 
Forest Research, it would only be used for that project and that project alone.  The reason for that 
was that they were astonishingly sensitive about that information. 
 
You mentioned recycling.  I think, largely as a result of the negative perceptions of some of the 
issues with regards to street trees, replacement of removals and that sort of thing, some boroughs 
were very reluctant to release that data.  It was not, as Dave [Lofthouse] has said, always the tree 
officer.  I found myself going higher up the chain in local authorities trying to persuade them that 
this was beneficial to everybody. 
 
Since then, we managed to do that for that piece of work, there have been other initiatives which 
the GLA has been working on in terms of canopy cover, and you will be aware of the Mayor’s 
direction of travel document. 
 
Again, it is a slow process  If you remember from the previous meeting it is a bit like the issue when 
we talked about insurance companies and loss adjusters.  We will perhaps talk about that later with 
the Joint Mitigation Protocol (JMP).  It is about building trust so that people can be aware that, if 
they do provide that data, which is public data as you say, it is not going to be misused or used 
against them. 
 
Our role, in the Forestry Commission, we see as being trying to get that data together to give a 
broad London-wide picture from which proper management decisions can be made.  Until we can 
get that we cannot really take that forward at the moment.  It is a question of building trust again. 
 
Darren Johnson (Chair):  If perhaps we give a more modest and gentle title to any future report 
that this Committee does, do you think we have got a deal with the boroughs in terms of being 
able to publish information? 
 
Dave Lofthouse (Chair, London Tree Officers Association):  I think that would certainly help, 
yes. 
 
Darren Johnson (Chair):  OK, we note those comments.  We will now go on to some of the 
specifics.   
 
Mike Tuffrey (AM):  I am going to ask about the Joint Mitigation Protocol, but just as a segue 
in, I understand and perhaps appreciate better now the sensitivities, but I have to say, as 
representatives of Londoners, to be told, ‚This is a sensitive issue so we are not going to give you 
the facts‛, is completely unacceptable.   
 



 

Jim Smith (Forestry Commission):  I would say, we are not not giving you the facts.  The facts 
are not being provided to us. 
 
Mike Tuffrey (AM):  Exactly.  To be honest, if there is a feeling in the boroughs that this is a 
sensitive area so we are going to sit on the things then we are in for a conflict, which we will win, 
because Londoners need to know what is going on with their city and with the money they are 
paying through council tax to do this.  It is not just recycling.  You could go back to equalities 
information ten or however many years ago, ‚Oh it’s all very sensitive.  We can’t tell you how many 
women we employ, how many people from different minority groups‛.  The only way you can deal 
with any sensitive issue is to get the facts out, argue about them and move forward.  Apologies for 
that.   
 
Andrew Jones (Programme Manager - Urban Spaces, GLA):  Just to add that we are aware 
that the boroughs that have an agreement with Greenspace Information Greater London are 
providing that tree data so there is a slow burn in terms of collecting that information.  One of the 
issues about it is ensuring that it is of a consistent and common format, and I think that is a slow 
process in terms of ensuring that. 
 
Mike Tuffrey (AM):  If we can help by understanding and not misinterpreting and taking a partial 
fact and beating people up with it, we should be responsible too, but the way forward cannot be 
less information; it has to be more and better information. 
 
Andrew Jones (Programme Manager - Urban Spaces, GLA):  No, I agree.  Absolutely. 
 
Dave Lofthouse (Chair, London Tree Officers Association):  London tree officers have been 
banging on about getting cross-London data on our trees for years and years, so we completely 
agree. 
 
Mike Tuffrey (AM):  In terms of the Joint Mitigation Protocol - and thank you for providing us 
some written evidence, Dave [Lofthouse].  As a segue in, is this question of the data part of the 
JMP?  I see from your information that the JMP has agreed that the Tree Officers Association will 
act as the information point.  Is that right? 
 
Dave Lofthouse (Chair, London Tree Officers Association):  That is right.  Yes. 
 
Jim Smith (Forestry Commission):  I am actually the current Chair of the JMP group.  In terms 
of data collection it is an entirely separate situation from the street tree data.  The JMP is really 
about a claims handling process that is agreed by the tree owners on one side - which are generally 
speaking the local authorities - and the insurance and loss adjusting sectors on the other side who 
are acting on behalf of residents who have claims against, usually, council owned trees.  I should 
stress that the JMP is only about council owned trees; it is not about trees on private land. 
 
Mike Tuffrey (AM):  Apologies.  I misunderstood the nature of the data.  In which case, starting 
where we should have started, I know it is still small yet, can you just tell us who is in the JMP in 
terms of the local authorities, the insurers and loss adjustors? 
 
Jim Smith (Forestry Commission):  There is a range of local authorities.  It is still a pilot.  We 
have eight boroughs in London.  Barnet has just signed up.  Merton has signed up.  Southwark, 
Camden, Islington, and a few others are thinking about signing up.  I think it is eight at the 
moment on the website1.  The pilot is not just a London pilot at the moment. 
 

                                                 
1 The London boroughs listed on the Joint Mitigation Protocol website as at 18 January 2011 are: Camden, Croydon, 
Islington, Merton, Newham, Southwark and Sutton 



 

Unfortunately, when the JMP was launched, the subsequent insurance years or summers were very 
wet and the winters were also very wet, so there have not been a great deal of claims that have 
been able to be passed through that process.  At the last count it was only about ten, so for 
making judgements on how effective the JMP is, the data just was not there.  That has just been 
carrying on as a result of trying to persuade other local authorities in London to join up and 
become part of that pilot. 
 
The JMP group met at the beginning of 2010 and decided, in an effort to try to extend and 
improve on that database for which we can make judgements, the pilot would be extended to 
selected local authorities outside London, which has happened.  That has improved the amount of 
data that we are beginning to receive.  Although it was three years ago that we mentioned this, 
and this is a slow burn issue - like all the things to do with trees apparently - in terms of pushing 
that forward and getting agreement. 
 
If you remember from the previous Committee meeting, the insurance sector and loss adjusting 
sectors are broadly in agreement with the way the JMP goes forward.  There was a meeting of the 
subsidence forum - which is the national forum for insurers, loss adjusters and local authorities - 
two months ago in Islington, to look at how effective the JMP is and whether it should be 
supported.  Again there was broad agreement that it was the right thing to do, largely because, in 
the current state of the market, there is no benchmark or standard for dealing with these claims.  It 
is all very much dependent on the structure of the local authority and also the way that the loss 
adjuster is set up in terms of managing those claims. 
 
The goal of the JMP is to standardise that process; not standardise the results, but standardise a 
timed and iterative process so that both parties know where they are going.  They know if one 
presents proper evidence they will get a response quickly and the local authority will then agree 
what sort of works to do to the tree. 
 
The main beneficial effect of the JMP was to agree a set of tree pruning criteria so that loss 
adjusters and insurers could know if they were part of the JMP process.  Rather than always asking 
for the tree to be removed, there was an option to have it pruned and kept maintained, and that is 
something that follows on from the London Tree Officers Risk Limitation Strategy that was also 
produced at the time of the Chainsaw Massacre report. 
 
At the moment it is still a pilot.  Again, it is all about persuading the parties to take it forward and 
to join up.  I have to say that there has been some, not reluctance but concern, on the part of local 
authority risk managers that they may be signing up to something that would fetter their ability to 
protect the council tax payer from unreasonable costs in that regard. 
 
The JMP group recognises that if you follow the JMP process there is much less reason for an 
insurer or a loss adjuster to engage a firm of solicitors on those cases.  There have been, over the 
last few years instances, and it is more prevalent now, where the insurance sector has engaged 
solicitors much, much earlier on in the claim and that almost doubles the costs that ultimately fall 
on the public purse. 
 
The JMP, we feel, is a good way of taking the heat out of the situation and keeping any costs that 
do arise to the absolute minimum.  That is where we are at the moment.  
 
Mike Tuffrey (AM):  I was not clear whether it was merely a kind of mechanism to talk or 
whether there was a mission and purpose behind it to try to avoid the simple cutting, rather than a 
more intelligent approach. 
 
Jim Smith (Forestry Commission):  From the tree side, the local authority side, the expectation 
of the JMP was to do just that; to avoid blanket knee-jerk removal of trees when you can do 



 

pruning or maintenance, that sort of thing.  In that sense I would say it has been very helpful in 
that regard, but it needs to be further extended. 
 
Mike Tuffrey (AM):  That is the question in a sense because it seems, to me anyway, that the 
protocol, albeit in its pilot stage, is a really good way of taking forward what was behind our 
worries.  I was concerned to see it was only a few insurers and a few councils.  What, practically, 
can be done, either from the GLA, the Assembly or anywhere else, to get greater take-up so this 
becomes a real effective mechanism? 
 
Jim Smith (Forestry Commission):  Well, the GLA has always been supportive of the JMP and in 
your last report, the Chainsaw Massacre, you were also very supportive.  I would ask you to 
continue that support and perhaps use your influence to suggest to local authorities that this could 
be one way of mitigating costs against the public purse.  
 
Mike Tuffrey (AM):  Do you have a case study that shows that a more intelligent approach 
through pruning and management and so forth, over a number of years, rather than the simple 
cutting down, actually saves money in the long run? 
 
Jim Smith (Forestry Commission):  That is one thing that we are working towards.  
Unfortunately, because these claims take years to progress and years to be settled, there is a 
concern that we cannot do a case study on a live case.  You have to let it run its course and then 
show the case study as a historical event, almost.  That is one of the issues I think at the moment. 
 
Darren Johnson (Chair):  We have certainly seen clear progress there since our original report.  
There is a clear framework in place.  It is just a matter now of getting boroughs and insurers to sign 
up to it.   
 
Murad Qureshi (Deputy Chair):  Jim [Smith] has told us the boroughs that are members of the 
JMP, but the boroughs are not the only people responsible for street trees.  I was just wondering if 
you have had any luck persuading others like Transport for London (TfL) or the Highways Agency?  
In central London, on roads like the Edgware Road and the Marylebone Road, it is not the local 
authority, it is TfL, and the main roads that lead into London, the A40, is the responsibility of the 
Highways Agency.  I just wondered whether that would help and what could be done on that 
front? 
 
Jim Smith (Forestry Commission):  It would help.  We have had discussions with TfL.  It was 
looking at the possibility of signing up to the JMP itself.  I had a meeting with Nicola Cheetham 
[Chair and Streetscape Officer, TfL], who you may remember was the representative on the panel 
here, three years ago, and we are still in discussions with them about that.  They are also 
concerned, probably from the point of view of its risk manager colleagues in TfL.  It appears to be a 
misunderstanding of many parties that the JMP is something that, once entered into, becomes a 
legally binding agreement; it is not that.  That is something that we are pains to persuade to people 
that that is not the case.  Just by signing up to a voluntary process, a claims handling process, you 
are not in any way prejudicing your ability to defend yourself later if the claim should turn nasty.  
That is one of the concerns. 
 
Dave Lofthouse (Chair, London Tree Officers Association):  Although the JMP has not 
provided case studies, detailed information yet, I think we probably could prove the obverse.  So 
where you are not following a fixed procedure where everyone understands what stage you are at 
and what steps are going to be taken, I think we can show that sudden intervention, solicitors’ 
letters and so on, suddenly whack the cost of that claim up and make it much more likely that a 
tree will be just removed, fast, ‚get it out now because this is going to cost a lot of money‛.  I think 
we could probably show that and give case studies which illustrated that. 
 
Darren Johnson (Chair):  We will now move on to looking at the Mayor’s Street Tree programme. 



 

 
James Cleverly (AM):    Could you give us an update as to where the Street Tree programme is at 
this point in time? 
 
Andrew Jones (Programme Manager - Urban Spaces, GLA):  The money is distributed as a 
grant.  There have been three rounds of that grant.  By the end of March 2011 we will have made 
offers for 9,600 trees to be planted across the 40 priority areas. 
 
James Cleverly (AM):  That is as at March 2011? 
 
Andrew Jones (Programme Manager - Urban Spaces, GLA):  As at the end of March 2011. 
 
James Cleverly (AM):  Do you have a figure for as at this afternoon? 
 
Andrew Jones (Programme Manager - Urban Spaces, GLA): Trees are going in at this 
moment in time because we are in the planting season now.  If we looked at the picture at the end 
of the last planting season approximately 5,000 trees had been planted.  This spring up to 4,500 
trees will go in.  We made offers of that region.  As the trees goes in issues are occasionally found 
and that will vary the number that go in, but we are confident we will end up with round about 
9,000 trees being in.  That is over the target that we set ourselves; we were hoping to have in place 
around 8,000-8,500. 
 
James Cleverly (AM):  If my recollection is correct, that original figure for 10,000 was to be by 
the end of the planting season 2012 was it not? 
 
Andrew Jones (Programme Manager - Urban Spaces, GLA):  Yes, that is right. 
 
James Cleverly (AM):  In terms of where we are financially today, obviously we are ahead of the 
proposed schedule for the timescale in tree numbers.  What impact does that have on the 
financials?  Has it been more expensive doing it quickly?  Has it been cheaper? 
 
Andrew Jones (Programme Manager - Urban Spaces, GLA):  No, we are on target.  We run 
each grant round on a standard fee, an average fee, to try to get the trees in the ground.  Schemes 
will vary and some will be of a lower cost than others depending on the situation.  At the moment 
we are on target to be able to deliver the full 10,000 with the budget we have, and we are not 
overspent on our budget at this particular point in time. 
 
Jim Smith (Forestry Commission):  I would just add to that because the Forestry Commission 
manages it on behalf of the GLA with the assistance of Groundwork.  We are slightly underspent in 
that regard, so we are happy with the way it is going forward. 
 
James Cleverly (AM):  Ahead of target and underspent? 
 
Jim Smith (Forestry Commission):  Yes. 
 
Andrew Jones (Programme Manager - Urban Spaces, GLA):  Yes. 
 
James Cleverly (AM):  There are couple of other bits of the GLA family I might want you to have 
a word with at some point!  Well that is good news.  What has been the impact?  Obviously, trees 
we could argue are a self-evidently good thing, but the Chainsaw Massacre report highlighted a 
number of other impacts.  Are we starting to see positive benefits? 
 
Andrew Jones (Programme Manager - Urban Spaces, GLA):  I think we will see positive 
benefits.  Obviously, we targeted the 40 areas and those 40 areas were based on locations which 
were some of the most treeless areas of the capital.  They were also areas of high deprivation.  



 

There were also environmental factors taken into account.  We have ended up with a lot more trees 
in localities that did not previously have them.  If you look at the split in terms of where they are, 
places like Barking and Dagenham, and Tower Hamlets, Barking has had over 1,000 new trees, 
Tower Hamlets, 700.  The aim has been that they have been additional over and above the tree 
planting that boroughs were planning to do themselves, so we are increasing the total number of 
street trees.  I know when the previous report came out it did show that the replacement rates were 
slightly higher than the loss rates. 
 
Darren Johnson (Chair):  Which we praise. 
 
James Cleverly (AM):  We are confident that the money being spent by this place is providing 
additionality rather than just giving local authorities the opportunity to say, ‚Well, actually let’s 
plant one of the trees they’re paying for rather than one of the trees we would have paid for‛? 
 
Dave Lofthouse (Chair, London Tree Officers Association):  For sure.  It has put trees where 
trees would probably not have been, and they have been additional.  I think it is an undoubted 
success. 
 
A word of warning though.  If it were to continue, there would be a point, fairly soon I would think 
for some boroughs, where they would say, ‚No more please‛, because three year maintenance is 
very good, but we do not take care of our children for three or four years and then expect them to 
stand alone.  Young trees need the maintenance budgets for a lot more than three years; a lot 
more.  
 
James Cleverly (AM):  That is a very interesting point which I would like to explore briefly.  In 
terms of projecting forward, it is all well and good getting the trees in the ground now and making 
sure they are looked after for the next few years.  When the programme formally comes to a close 
are we confident that we are going to see street tree numbers maintained at the level that they will 
be at the end of this programme, or is there a risk that, once the money dries up, actually, if not 
the young trees but some of the other trees will be lost?  Are we going to see a net reduction in 
trees at the end of this programme? 
 
Jim Smith (Forestry Commission):  That is a bit of crystal ball gazing there you are asking us to 
do in terms of finances of local authorities.  Obviously at the moment they are working themselves 
out in that regard. 
 
What I would say is that, in terms of the [Forestry] Commission’s role, for looking after the trees 
that have been planted, our remit for doing survey work and checking them extends beyond 2012, 
because we have got another year or so in terms of funding that will be available for us to do site 
visits and inspections.  Where trees are beginning to be lost, whether for vandalism or other 
reasons, we will certainly be drawing that to the attention of the local authority, hopefully in the 
expectation that they will look at that. 
 
It is very difficult I think if you are asking us to consider the impacts of future budgetary decisions 
on tree planting.  My own experience as a former tree officer is that, generally speaking, when 
times are hard, tree planting budgets are what get cut first. 
 
Darren Johnson (Chair):  We are going to come on to budgetary pressures and local authorities 
later on the agenda. 
 
Andrew Jones (Programme Manager - Urban Spaces, GLA):  I understand that there has 
been a fairly low failure rate of trees that have been planted and in many cases the boroughs have 
replaced those anyway.  I think, if there is no new programme, there will be a lower number of 
street trees potentially going in, because we will go back to the position we were before the 



 

Mayor’s programme was in place.  The responsibility of the boroughs taking their grant is to 
maintain those trees and take on the revenue responsibility. 
 
James Cleverly (AM):  There are a number of boroughs that have not taken up the option.  If our 
information is correct, there are five, and they are generally inner London boroughs where I am 
guessing the need is probably greatest, that have not taken up this option.  Have you been given 
any particular reasons why that take-up has not happened?  
 
Andrew Jones (Programme Manager - Urban Spaces, GLA):  I am aware that Camden, 
Greenwich, Hackney and Kensington and Chelsea have not taken it up.  I am not aware of the 
specifics, although I know in Hackney they had their own programme that they were doing and 
therefore they did not feel they needed to join the Mayor’s programme.  I was not aware of the 
others having made a decision that it was purely on revenue responsibilities that was the reason for 
them not taking part.   
 
In terms of where we go beyond the number of street trees in the future, the Mayor has an 
ambition to increase street tree cover in the capital by 5% by 2025.  We will be looking at a range 
of programmes to increase the number of trees in the capital and the mechanisms to do that, and 
that may well pick up on street trees.  We are looking with other partners and other mechanisms to 
secure planting, plus looking at other ways of revenue funding in terms of the private sector 
assisting with that; how can they take on that responsibility and help, where public sector budgets 
may be tight. 
 
Nicky Gavron (AM):  I understood when the Mayor’s Street Tree planting scheme was 
announced, that any Londoner could ask to have a tree outside their house, and I thought that was 
very good.  Now, what happens then if a borough is not in?  
 
Jim Smith (Forestry Commission):  Any Londoner within a priority area could ask the Mayor.  
The registration was just within priority areas, not for the whole geographical area of the borough.  
To be able to ask for a tree from the Mayor’s programme you had to be within one of the priority 
areas which were deemed to be the most needy. 
 
Nicky Gavron (AM):  Right, the ones you have been mentioning? 
 
Jim Smith (Forestry Commission):  Yes. 
 
Nicky Gavron (AM):  What proportion of those trees have come from people asking for them? 
 
Andrew Jones (Programme Manager - Urban Spaces, GLA):  We have had around 700 people 
register an interest in a tree as far as I understand, and that information was relayed to the 
boroughs.  If someone had a tree within a priority area or lived in a priority area and requested that, 
we asked the borough to prioritise or give greater consideration to that in that there is clearly 
someone out there who is interested in having a tree.  I think a number of the boroughs already go 
out, when they are doing tree planting, to check the community is generally happy with the street 
trees they are getting. 
 
If someone registered on our system and it was not in a priority area we still gave that information 
to the borough and it was for the borough then to take that up in terms of their own programmes 
of tree planting, knowing there was some local interest in having street trees, and respond 
accordingly. 
 
Roger Evans (AM):  Yesterday morning I was out with the Mayor planting trees in Roding Valley 
Park.  That particular exercise was supported by volunteers from News International.  What 
measures are you taking to ensure that businesses and private organisations are fully signed up to 
this and are contributing as well? 



 

 
Andrew Jones (Programme Manager - Urban Spaces, GLA):  In terms of the RE:LEAF 
programme we have a partnership established at the moment, we are working closely with the 
Forestry Commission, Trees for Cities, the Woodland Trust and a range of other partners.  That was 
a particular project involving volunteers in terms of establishing a woodland.  The programme 
which is branded as RE:LEAF is looking at a range of initiatives in terms of opportunities to increase 
planting. 
 
I will give you an example of where we are working with the business sector to try to bring it on 
board.  The Victoria Business Improvement District is looking at opportunities to green the area, 
and we have been working closely with it and other organisations in terms of doing a green audit.  
That audit is looking at the opportunities where it is possible to install green roofs, street trees and 
that sort of thing.  The group itself has a good understanding of what it can and cannot do.  The 
aim of that is it understands the policy benefits that it brings in terms of reducing temperatures, 
increasing the quality of the street scene, and we are hoping they will then go round and talk to 
their members, sell the idea and help fund and work with the boroughs to enable and increase the 
number of street trees and other green activities in those areas. 
 
We will also go out and look at sponsorship opportunities with particular parts of the programme 
which are attractive to sponsors.  We are proactively going out and looking at those opportunities. 
 
Roger Evans (AM):  That is a very good example that you have given us there.  Can I just ask, 
Mr Lofthouse, do London boroughs do this as well?  Are there examples that we can learn from? 
 
Dave Lofthouse (Chair, London Tree Officers Association):  Yes.  If there are requests from 
residents for street trees you will always try to follow them, even if it is just one tree in a street, 
because it is a foot in the door and it helps with the education.  I think that is one of the most 
valuable things we can do with interested members of the public, getting them to spread the word. 
 
Roger Evans (AM):  Are there examples of boroughs working in a similar way to the Victoria 
example with business improvement districts or local town centres or chambers of commerce, to 
green an area? 
 
Dave Lofthouse (Chair, London Tree Officers Association):  Yes.  And with residents 
associations. 
 
Roger Evans (AM):  Have you got any sort of particular ones that could be held up as an example 
for us all to learn from? 
 
Dave Lofthouse (Chair, London Tree Officers Association):  That would be a question that 
we can ask the London Tree Officers Association (LTOA) membership and I am sure we would 
come up with some very successful stories for you. 
 
Darren Johnson (Chair):  One of the things that we pointed at in the previous report was the 
impact in terms of mitigating the heat island effect.  What role has the Mayor’s street tree 
programme played in that? 
 
Andrew Jones (Programme Manager - Urban Spaces, GLA):  In terms of its role, as I said 
earlier, there was a range of factors which we used to help identify priority areas and one of the 
factors was including where the heat island effect was of critical importance.  It was a factor in 
terms of determining that.  Hopefully, some of the street trees are going in in areas where the heat 
island is. 
 
Darren Johnson (Chair):  Has there been some specific targeting in those areas, where there are 
particular hotspots? 



 

 
Andrew Jones (Programme Manager - Urban Spaces, GLA):  Well, like I said, the hotspots 
were a factor that was used to determine and identify the priority areas. 
 
Jim Smith (London TreForestry Commission):  Where opportunities arose for local authorities 
to suggest species - and we get lists of species when applications come in for the Mayor’s 
programme - it is open to us at that point to suggest other species for tree planting.  For instance, 
in suburbia you get quite a lot of cherries planted, or Sorbuses2 planted.  They are great for 
ornamental reasons but, generally speaking, they are not so good for providing shade or being the 
sorts of long-lived trees that we would need to deal with climate change. 
 
It is all about being site-specific, so what we have been able to do is, where we can persuade local 
authorities - and they have been very good at responding to this - to plant larger species of trees 
with bigger canopies that are longer-lived in locations that will take them, and those locations do 
not cause problems for adjacent properties or issues of nuisance, that sort of thing, we have been 
able to do that.  It has been helpful in that regard. 
 
Andrew Jones (Programme Manager - Urban Spaces, GLA):  The scheme does identify the 
species which we feel are appropriate for the changing climate of the future.  We ensure that those 
trees have some longevity.  
 
Dave Lofthouse (Chair, London Tree Officers Association):  The big success of the Chainsaw 
Massacre report is that emphasis on big trees.  That argument is already won with tree officers, 
some years back, but not so much with the general public.  There is a wider perception now about 
the necessity for big trees. 
 
Darren Johnson (Chair):  That is really useful.  Good.  We will move on now to the area of local 
authority funding and budget pressures. 
 
Murad Qureshi (Deputy Chair):  Just for the record, I will defend the right of the Environment 
Committee to come up with titles for its reports like, Chainsaw Massacre.  Our job is to draw 
attention.  It is not intended to offend tree officers but to draw attention from the public and, as 
you have just suggested, it has done so in this particular context. 
 
Looking to the future and local government finances, what effect do you think the budgetary 
pressures that boroughs are facing right now are going to have on the revenue and capital 
spending on street trees?   
 
Jim Smith (Forestry Commission):  Undoubtedly, it will have an effect and some boroughs will 
fare better than others.  I can only speak from my experience as a former tree officer that, generally 
speaking, tree planting budgets and also tree maintenance budgets are areas that are deemed easy 
to cut, because if you do not prune trees in a street from one year to the next, local residents do 
not tend to notice that en masse.  Undoubtedly the challenges that local authorities are facing in 
the future will have an impact on tree maintenance budgets in the future. 
 
Dave Lofthouse (Chair, London Tree Officers Association):  Yes, I agree with that.  It is a 
very easy thing to be cut.  You can say, ‚Oh well, we can just skip it this year‛.  This year, with 
planting for instance, tends to wind up with next year as well. 
 
I would have to emphasise that trees are cheap as chips.  If you put 1%, or 1% of 1% of what is 
spent on concrete and tarmac and ‘No Parking’ signs and so on across London, if that was put into 
tree budgets we would have immediate benefits in tree canopy, quality, survival rates and so on.  

                                                 
2 Genus of trees that includes the rowan and whitebeam 



 

Perhaps tree budgets will hold on because, by cutting them, you are not saving very much.  Having 
said that, we need more budgets and maintenance budgets are, I think across London, far too low. 
 
Murad Qureshi (Deputy Chair):  We are really talking about the case for street trees in local 
authority budgets.  I trust Members as well as officers will be putting this in their discourses. It is 
also not a statutory requirement, it is not something that is particularly protected or ringfenced, yet 
actually, if you knock on doors and raise issues of the environment, it is very often the first one 
that comes to people’s minds. 
 
I am interested by your suggestion.  There are budgets like parking budgets which are ringfenced 
for transport investment.  Is that the way to go with local authority funding, to try and get that 
funding into tree planting, both revenue and capital side? 
 
Dave Lofthouse (Chair, London Tree Officers Association):  Yes, I guess that is certainly one 
way.  Can I give you an example of a suburban street?  Crossovers are permitted for virtually each 
front garden, because people want to park off the road.  The parking restrictions in the road 
suddenly are broken up by lots and lots of different sections where there are crossovers.  Each 
piece, where there is still on-road parking, has to have its own little sign saying what the parking 
restrictions are.  That sign always goes on the party boundary line which is the position to plant a 
tree.  The money spent on all of those street furniture improvements cuts out the possibility of 
having more street trees.  It not only takes a lot of money, far more than the trees would cost, but 
it actually removes the future possibility of those trees. 
 
James Cleverly (AM):  Specifically on that point, those parking signs need an ability to be 
vertically lifted to about eye level and currently we use a metal post to do that.  Is it beyond the wit 
of man to use a tree to have those, and kill two birds with one stone? 
 
Dave Lofthouse (Chair, London Tree Officers Association):  I would have said that is a way 
forward. 
 
James Cleverly (AM):  This is the point. Nicky [Gavron] said, ‚Will it damage the tree?‛  Trees 
need regular maintenance, so there could be some kind of banding which could be loosened.  I 
mean, heaven forbid, things get nailed into trees; I do not want to upset people but I have nailed 
things into trees and the tree is still standing up. 
 
Dave Lofthouse (Chair, London Tree Officers Association):  There are ways round it. 
 
Jim Smith (Forestry Commission):  That would be thinking out of the box. 
 
Nicky Gavron (AM):  That is great.  You could have some sort of little cage around the tree. 
 
Darren Johnson (Chair):  We will not work up the detailed recommendation now, but it is a very 
useful point that we can consider in our report. 
 
Jim Smith (Forestry Commission):  In terms of budgets, could I add one comment about 
perhaps justifying budgets in local authorities?  One of the initiatives that we have seen come 
forward in the last couple of years is the prevalence of seeing management of tree stock as assets.  
Rather than seeing trees as a liability and a cost to the local authority, myself, the Forestry 
Commission, London tree officers and the GLA have supported the notion - and it has been trialled 
in some boroughs in London - that they should follow proper procedures for asset management.   
 
One borough that did this, Islington, first of all valued its tree stock at £110 million, just the street 
trees, and Islington is the smallest London borough, so a significant resource there.  By doing that 
the tree officer was able to argue with his chief officer that the value for money he was currently 
spending on trees was exceptionally good value for money.  The Institute of Asset Management 



 

recommends that if you have an asset of a certain value you should be spending between 0.4% or 
0.5% and 1.5% of the asset value on its maintenance.  Islington was able to demonstrate, by 
valuing its trees, that it was spending 0.4% of its value on the maintenance.  Doing that overnight, 
that officer was able to justify his budget straightaway, and probably protect himself from future 
cuts as a result of that. 
 
Murad Qureshi (Deputy Chair):  That is a very good example of the case for street trees within 
local authority budgets.  I am just thinking of other alternative sources that local authorities could 
fall back on as well, like Section 106 agreements.  Are there any other kind of things that you have 
seen which are useful and where that is the case?  I am thinking of other areas of council 
responsibility. 
 
Jim Smith (Forestry Commission):  In terms of bolstering budgets, do you mean? 
 
Murad Qureshi (Deputy Chair):  Yes, and just general expenditure, both revenue and capital. 
 
Dave Lofthouse (Chair, London Tree Officers Association):  The key has to be these 
maintenance budgets, revenue budgets, because something like Section 106 money is very, very 
useful but it is not planning.  It is not planned development of street tree stock.  It is, ‚Ah, here’s a 
little pot of money I can use this year‛, and then next year maybe another little pot of money 
comes up.  Maybe it does not.  It is revenue budgets which are the key. 
 
Jim Smith (Forestry Commission):  That is borne out by the fact that, as we all know, if you are 
planting a tree you are planting for the future.  To be able to achieve the benefits that people want 
from trees in the future, whether it be climate adaptation or just beautifying an area, that takes a 
long time and you have to keep on the ball throughout the whole life of that tree, which is why 
revenue is so important. 
 
Murad Qureshi (Deputy Chair):  Whilst you make that point you can see the attraction of 
planting a tree, rather than maintaining a tree, to the third party.  That leads into the whole 
involvement of the community and third sector.  Roger [Evans] highlighted an example from a trip 
he made yesterday.  I just wanted to know how you think that involvement could develop in the 
future? 
 
Jim Smith (Forestry Commission):  Undoubtedly it will develop because, as local authorities 
find themselves with less resources for this sort of work, then voluntary work is going to be an area 
that can do that.  The difficulty in terms of street tree planting is that that is one of the most 
difficult environments in which to use volunteers, and I speak as someone who used to run the tree 
warden scheme. 
 
The way we have got round it usually, in terms of the Mayor’s scheme, is by defining a street tree 
as a tree that shades the highway.  That means that you can get volunteers involved in planting 
trees that are adjacent, say behind a fence on a school ground, in a park behind a fence or behind 
a wall, so that the trees are still street trees because they contribute to the street environment, the 
streetscape, but that tree planting or maintenance of that tree by volunteers can be done in a safe 
environment. 
 
One of the issues, and the reason TfL has issues about using volunteers, is that it is such a hostile 
environment to have people who are inexperienced in doing that sort of work on highways, 
obviously open to traffic and those issues that you will be aware of. 
 
Murad Qureshi (Deputy Chair):  Do private donations play a part in this?  There is an example in 
the City of Westminster, my home borough, where they have done quite well in getting those 
private donations from business.  I am not sure whether any other local authority has done that 
though.  Is that just a one off?  Is that particular to the City of Westminster? 



 

 
Jim Smith (Forestry Commission):  Are you talking about the Westminster Tree Trust? 
 
Murad Qureshi (Deputy Chair):  Yes. 
 
Jim Smith (Forestry Commission):  Yes.  It is a significant force in Westminster, certainly, and 
an excellent model for that.  Generally speaking, across London, you get individual cases of 
companies providing funding for tree planting but it is on an ad hoc basis. 
 
Dave Lofthouse (Chair, London Tree Officers Association):  The steadiest possibilities are 
with residents groups.  It tends to be not street trees.  It tends to be in parks perhaps more.  
Although residents associations and groups do sometimes ask for their street to be planted and 
they will do all the homework of asking everybody in the street.  That quite often works.  The 
friends groups, residents groups, tend to commit for longer periods.  It is not a one off operation.  
It is, ‚We’ll take care of this park‛; they cannot manage street trees for us. 
 
Murad Qureshi (Deputy Chair):  Can I just end this section on the future with a final question to 
Andrew [Jones]?  It is one of the future schemes that the Mayor has launched, I understand, 
RE:LEAF; the campaign he has started.  I just want some idea of what part of that is going to be 
funded by the Mayor and where the host boroughs are on this, because it is on the Olympic theme 
and it sounds great but I am not sure what progress has been made. 
 
Andrew Jones (Programme Manager - Urban Spaces, GLA):  Going back to quickly answer 
your question about the third sector’s involvement, you have to remember that London has quite a 
mature third sector that has good relations in terms of drawing in resources to assist in tree 
planting and tree maintenance.  Trees for Cities is a very successful charity. The Woodland Trust is 
very good in the outer London boroughs in terms of its activity.  They are part of the groups that 
we are working with to take RE:LEAF forward.  We are using the strengths that the third sector can 
bring to securing resources to bring into that programme. 
 
In terms of some of the activities we are doing in that programme, we are happy to look at 
alternative means of funding, not just purely through the GLA.  We are looking at the ways that we 
can use some of the other funds that we have got available to us.  For example, Capital Growth is 
starting food growing spaces.  One of the ways of doing food growing spaces is creating a 
community orchard.  Some of the money, some of the small grants that have been handed out by 
Sustain through Capital Growth, has been to fund community orchards.  They are adding to the 
tree scene of London, so they are meeting multiple objectives.  It has been a bit lateral in that way 
of thinking about some of the other programmes. 
 
The Forestry Commission has its own London tree and woodland grant scheme.  For the next 
financial year there is going to be £200,000 to support various programmes.  Central government 
has its big tree plant. England has £1 million per annum over the next four years, which provides a 
route.  London is able to access that money and bid for that money.  There is obviously Heritage 
Lottery Fund and those sources which can help. 
 
Murad Qureshi (Deputy Chair):  Can I go back to RE:LEAF?  I went to the annual general 
meeting of the London Wildlife Trust just before Christmas and there was a lot of emphasis given 
for trees for host boroughs in the Olympic lead-up.  What contribution are they going to make to 
that? 
 
Andrew Jones (Programme Manager - Urban Spaces, GLA):  The London Wildlife Trust is 
doing a Trees for Hosts programme and the GLA is financially supporting that.  I think we are 
putting £5,000 into that project and that is going to be planting 1,500 trees in the next couple of 
months. 
 



 

Darren Johnson (Chair):  Before we conclude this section, Nicky [Gavron] has got a question 
about the protection of existing tree stocks. 
 
Nicky Gavron (AM):  I came up with the term ‘Chainsaw Massacre’.  This was when I was Chair of 
Technical Environmental Services in a borough, and I realised that, because of budgetary 
constraints, what was happening was, instead of pruning every three years, we were pruning every 
six years and it seemed to me - I might have got this wrong - to be at the same time as this new 
style of pruning came in using chainsaws.  What you got was, instead of the very nice removal of 
branches leaving the tracery of the tree, reducing the canopy but leaving the shape, you got this 
amputation.  I am not talking about careful pollarding.  I am talking about amputation. 
 
I am very, very concerned, because I do not see a great improvement on that.  I do not see it when 
I go around.  I also worry now, with more budgetary constraints, that more that will go on.  It is 
absolutely counterproductive in every single way.  You have just been talking, Jim [Smith], about 
the importance of large species trees and of large canopies.  Well we are reducing the canopy cover 
of London by our pruning techniques.  I do not think you can deny it.  You are nodding.  I really 
want to hear what we can do about it.  That is why that was called Chainsaw Massacre, because it 
alerted people to this.  Nothing has changed. 
 
Jim Smith (Forestry Commission):  This is a counterintuitive issue actually.  You may remember 
that, at the last meeting, I said I was one of the people who were gutted when we had to start 
doing that to trees, because that is not really -- 
 
Nicky Gavron (AM):  Oh, I know it has got nothing to do with tree officers. 
 
Jim Smith (Forestry Commission):  Let me explain.  The period has changed now and climate 
change has come very much more up the agenda.  I have changed my view since the previous 
report. 
 
My view is, as a result of what we saw, as a result of the indications that moving from large species 
trees to small ornamental trees, and that change creating a species mix change in London, that it is 
now better.  I am going to use an analogy here.  If you have large forest trees on London streets --  
 
Nicky Gavron (AM):  Plane trees? 
 
Jim Smith (Forestry Commission):  Plane trees.  Rather than losing them as a consequence of 
pressure from insurance companies or other reasons - and I am not talking about removal for 
health and safety issues as a result of disease, decay or structural defects, but removing trees for 
man-made issues - it is actually better to maintain those trees in position and retain their root 
stock in situ, albeit with a smaller canopy.  The issues with how we provide utilities in towns, the 
issues of trees damaging foundations of buildings or how we build roads may get addressed in the 
future; the analogy I am going to use is, in the city of London where you have an archaeological 
dig, if you find something of importance now, you do not dig it up and you do not waste time 
doing that, you protect it and cover it over. 
 
My view now is that it is better to retain those forest trees in place in the expectation that in the 
future we may have technical solutions to insurance and problems with subsidence; we may have a 
cultural shift whereby people accept cracks in their buildings better than they do now, or we have a 
change in the insurance and mortgage market, whereby having a tree next to a building on clay soil 
does not necessarily devalue your property nor prevent you from selling it.  All those things are 
cultural, societal issues.  If we retain those large forest trees in the manner that is proposed by the 
London Tree Officers Association in its Risk Limitation Strategy, we have that environmental capital 
in place ready and waiting so that when those issues are resolved in the future - 20, 30, 40 or 50 
years from now - we can allow those trees to grow out quickly.  If we remove them and replace 
them with smaller trees, the opportunity to get that canopy cover is lost. 



 

 
Nicky Gavron (AM):  I am not talking about removing.  I am talking about the vast number of big 
trees that we have already in London being cut in a way, not pollarding, but being just slashed.  
You see it all over the place.  You see this amputation.  I absolutely agree with what you are saying.  
If you must pollard it rather than keeping the tracery - and that is not good for climate change 
either, but anyway - it is better to do that and wait until the culture changes.  However I am not 
even talking about that.  I am talking about that savage amputation. 
 
Darren Johnson (Chair):  Just before you answer that, Jim [Smith], I have a member of the 
public who has notified us that they would like to briefly speak to the Committee on this.  Can I ask 
Jessica Lawrence from Harrow to make her brief comments on this issue?   
 
Jessica Lawrence:  I just wanted to say that neighbourhoods are very concerned about the 
preservation of their street trees, particularly plane trees, and I agree entirely with what the last 
speaker is saying.  This butchery of the tracery is really unacceptable and it is without 
neighbourhood consultation.  In my street, the trees have been cut back to a headless stump twice 
in eight months. 
 
We formed a neighbourhood group called the Harrow Trees Protection Campaign because we are 
not satisfied with the way the company that is contracted out with the council manages the trees.  
Its budget was far from deficient.  In fact, last fiscal year, its budget was £675,000.  Now, there is 
no mechanism for local feedback within Harrow Council so we can express our views on the way the 
local mature trees - which are so important for supporting wildlife and giving character to our 
neighbourhoods - are being culled each year and sculpted back. 
 
I do not agree that it is necessary to stop subsidence in this way.  Some horticulturalists or 
arboriculturalists will say that this aggressive scalping of the trees where there is no canopy causes 
aggressive root growth, so you get the opposite effect to what you want. 
 
Nicky Gavron (AM):  Yes, that is true. 
 
Jessica Lawrence:  What we want is some consistent management of mature trees. Even though I 
am very heartened to hear 5,000 trees have been planted, Harrow earned the dubious honour of 
having felled 5,000 trees in a five year period.  I think there has to be accountability between local 
authorities and yourselves about how they are managing their tree stock, and there has to be a 
mechanism for local feedback.  We are not just concerned about parks.  We do not like to wake up 
one morning and find a headless stump outside our house where yesterday a Blackbird was singing. 
 
Darren Johnson (Chair):  Thanks for that.  It is really useful to hear that residents’ perspective 
and I think it is a view that is shared in communities right across London.   
 
Dave Lofthouse (Chair, London Tree Officers Association):  I do not know what the numbers 
of street trees are in Harrow that that budget applies to, but I would still maintain that it is the 
revenue budgets, the pruning budgets, when they are reduced, the sort of pruning that has to take 
place will take place less frequently and so, therefore, it will be more the sort of pruning that you 
are talking about, Nicky [Gavron]. 
 
Nicky Gavron (AM):  I have got a point about the budgetary constraints.  I want to hear what we 
can do about it.  We are a Committee.  We could do something about this.  Budgetary constraints 
will drive this practice all over London. 
 
Jim Smith (Forestry Commission):  As ever, things are connected.  I am one of the people who 
believe everything is connected.  We mentioned about the JMP earlier.  Within the JMP there is a 
set of pruning criteria.  Local authorities that do that very heavy level of pruning do so because 



 

they need to satisfy their insurance and their risk managers that those trees will not cause 
problems.  Dave [Lofthouse] has already mentioned why frequency is an issue there. 
 
The importance of the JMP is that, by getting a set standard whereby, instead of doing that sort of 
pruning in every case, you have the ability to vary that pruning based on circumstance and with 
agreement between the tree officer and the insurance company, with a loss adjuster acting for the 
insurance company rather than doing that same operation in all cases.  That is the answer.  
Ms Gavron is asking how can we address that.  It is a conjunction of budgets and getting both 
parties to agree to a method that will control the tree’s water uptake where subsidence is 
occurring, but retain the tree in a condition that will satisfy the lady from Harrow. 
 
Jessica Lawrence:  It is not just me! 
 
Darren Johnson (Chair):  There are many Londoners like you who share those concerns.  Just 
finally, one issue that seems to have come up quite a lot since we originally published our Chainsaw 
Massacre report has been the issue of dog damage.  I do not know what the tree officers or the 
Forestry Commission have to say about it. 
 
Dave Lofthouse (Chair, London Tree Officers Association):  It is just one of the 
vulnerabilities of trees.  This happens to mature trees.  Not so much street trees perhaps; this is 
more a parks issue.  It just shows you that trees are vulnerable right the way through their lives, but 
particularly in perhaps the first 10, 15 and even 20 years.  They can be easily killed by dog damage 
and it is definitely getting worse across London. 
 
Darren Johnson (Chair):  Have there been successful solutions to raising awareness? 
 
Dave Lofthouse (Chair, London Tree Officers Association):  LTOA has brought out a leaflet 
and a guidance note on dog damage.  It raises the costs of new planting because you have to put 
very robust staking and guarding on trees if you do not want it to happen.  So again it raises our 
costs. 
 
Darren Johnson (Chair):  Thank you very much for your contributions, and also to our resident 
from Harrow.  That was a very useful perspective as well.  It has been good in many ways to see 
some of the progress that has been made since we did our first report.  Obviously there has been 
the new planting programme from the Mayor.  We have seen the protocol now on mitigation but 
we do need to see that taken up and becoming the standard, rather than just a pilot.  We have now 
seen a much stronger case for larger trees and the benefits of those being established.  I think we 
do want to see some real progress on data sharing and transparency so that we see those figures.  I 
think there are ongoing issues around maintenance, particularly in the current economic climate.  
Thanks for your contributions; I think it has been useful to hear what has been done so far and 
what the challenges are ahead.   
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