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                        Date of report: 17th March 2026 

Case Officer:   Jonny Cooper 

Reference:   FG/3/26/T 

Location:  3 Grange Park, Ferring, BN12 5LS 

Proposal:                   1no. beech tree (T1) - crown thin by 10%, crown lift to 3m from ground level,  

crown reduction to leave a height of 21m, Northerly and Westerly spread of 7m,  

Easterly spread of 8m, Southerly spread of 9m and 2m clearance from adjacent  

building.  

Reason:                     Risk management 

 

Comments on Application: 

Beech / Fagus sylvatica          Height: 20-25m        Radial spread: 10-15m        Age class: Mature 

 

I have considered this application by means of a desktop review, using the information submitted as well as 

online resources. Previous consideration from site (December 2025) and familiarity with surrounding areas 

provides further insight to the proposal. 

Tree condition and setting 

This is a large and apparently healthy example of its type. The crown is largely unmodified and so overall 

presents an attractive profile. Although bound on two aspects by residential buildings, it is visible in part 

from numerous properties and its impressive upper canopy can be seen from many places in the 

surrounding road network. 

Historic lower branch removal and spread reduction on its west aspect has been necessary to provide 

adequate clearance of dwellings and reasonable use of garden space.  

The rear garden of 3 Grange Park has been the subject of recent hard landscape works under permitted 

development rights, within the crown spread and likely rooting zone of the tree. This has increased the 

influence of the tree, particularly in respect of shade bearing, over the use of paved and decked areas.  

Canopy height is not obviously problematic. Lateral crown spread over garden aspects is significant and 

proportionate for a beech tree of this size and age. Beech inherently possess a dense crown and so are 

known to be particularly shade bearing. A custodian of such a tree is bound to accommodate this influence, 

and the local planning authority (LPA) should apply the reasonable test when considering any associated 

nuisance or impacts. The secondary interior crown is an important evolved characteristic of beech, the 
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removal of which during crown thinning operations can contribute to sun scorch of delicate issues resulting 

in bark death, inviting the ingress of decay causing organisms. 

This proposal seeks pruning to reduce crown density, increase overhead clearance above garden space 

and reduce crown height and spread. 

The proposed extent of crown spread reduction is consistent with that proposed by the LPA, made in 

response to an earlier application, planning reference FG/128/25/T, which was ultimately refused.  

Height reduction pruning has previously been advised against, in the absence of arboricultural justification. 

This application seeks the same element of work, supported by a report from the agent, Ruskins Tree 

Consultancy (RTC). 

Summary of decay detection results (Resistograph readings) 

Seemingly incomplete submission of results, given titles conflict with presentation of measurements for 

stations 3, 4 & 5. Absence of measurement readings for 6 (potentially 5). 

Across the five measurement readings provided, all but one revealed some departure from typical 

amplitude across the radial plane (suggests minor and localised decay).  

All occurred within the main stem of the tree, between 300 and 700mm above ground level.  

Conclusions:       

This is an important tree in the landscape and of an age which demands careful management. Any pruning 

of live material needs to be justified on arboricultural grounds. The unmodified upper crown profile is 

particularly appealing and widely viewed, responsible for much of the tree’s amenity value. 

There has been no manual exploration of individual roots within or beyond the nominal shear root-plate, 

despite their prominence and being relatively easy to access. This is surprising given the assumption of 

fungal infection by giant polypore (Meripilus giganteus), known to cause disease predominantly and initially 

in a tree’s root system.  

There has been no positive identification of a significant pathogen that might be associated with minor 

decay pockets in the stem or compensatory development of surface roots. 

Above ground investigation of the stem for decay might best be achieved with the use of sonic or electrical 

impedence tomography instruments. Testing of root-plate integrity and tree stability by the application of a 

Dynamic Root Evaluation System (e.g. DynaRoot) could be most informative if giant polypore is causing 

significant disease. 

T1 is a significant feature in the local landscape and appears to be in adequately sound and healthy 

condition. Whilst some of the proposed work is justified elements of the proposal are not and would result in 

a reduction of the tree's landscape impact and be detrimental to the visual amenities of the locality. 
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Recommendations: 

As it stands, I am unable to support this application. I would like the applicant invited to agree to a 

revised proposal for lesser works (as described below) as part of the current application so as not to 

incur further delay. Such work would go some way to addressing the applicant’s concerns whilst ensuring 

no detriment to tree health or loss of amenity: 

 

If the applicant agrees to the above revision, then I would be able to recommend we grant consent, subject 

to the following condition: 

Condition 1 

Part a) Where whole branches are to be removed and final cuts made close to the trunk or branch union 

they are to be made as shown in Figure 2 of BS3998:2010  

Part b) Where branches are to be shortened back the final cuts are to be made at the correct angle shown 

in BS3998:2010 and adjacent to a live bud or lateral. 

Part c) All pruning cuts shall not exceed 75mm in diameter. 

Reasons: In the interest of the tree’s continued health and vitality and to accord with current industry 

guidelines and sound arboricultural practice. 

- See also the standard pruning guidance notes issued with the consent letter 

Informative: 

Although they may respond with vigour, beech have a poor tolerance of hard pruning and long-term vitality 

can be severely affected. The optimum time for pruning beech is late spring to summer (May to August). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Mark Warwick 

Tree Officer  

Environment and Climate Change 
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PL- Consultation- Tree O�icers response 

 

 

Arun District Council, Civic Centre, Maltravers Rd 

Littlehampton, West Sussex, BN17 5LF 

www.arun.gov.uk 

 
To register to receive notification of planning applications in your area please go to https://www1.arun.gov.uk/planning-application-finder 

 

 
Connect with us: Facebook  I  X  I   Instagram 

 

From: Mark Warwick <Mark.Warwick@arun.gov.uk>  

Sent: 17 March 2026 17:10 

To: Planning.Responses <Planning.Responses@arun.gov.uk> 

Cc: Jonny Cooper <Jonny.Cooper@arun.gov.uk> 

Subject: FG/3/26/T 

 

Please find a*ached my report for your considera.on. 

 

Regards, 

 

Mark Warwick 

Tree Officer, Environment and Climate Change 

 

Arun District Council, Civic Centre, Maltravers Rd 

Li*lehampton, West Sussex, BN17 5LF 

www.arun.gov.uk 

 


