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CAMBRIDGE CITY COUNCIL 
 

 
REPORT OF: Arboricultural Officer 
TO:   Planning Committee 7th June 2017 
WARDS:   Trumpington 
 

OBJECTION TO CITY OF CAMBRIDGE  
TREE PRESERVATION ORDER (TPO) NO. 03/2017  

 

 
1.0 INTRODUCTION 
1.1 A TPO has been served to protect a tree at Hornbeam House, 

Shaftesbury Road.   
 
1.2 As an objection to the order has been received and as a tree work 

application has also been received, to which we have also received 
an objection, the decisions whether or not to confirm the order and 
whether or not to permit the works detailed in the application are 
brought before Committee.  

 
1.3 Members are to decide whether to confirm or not confirm the Tree 

Preservation Order. 
 
1.4 Members are also to decide whether or not to allow the tree works 

proposed in application 17/198/TTPO 
 
2.0 RECOMMENDATIONS 
2.1 The tree preservation order is confirmed without amendment. 
 
2.2 The works detailed in tree work application 17/198/TTPO are 

allowed, subject to condition.   
 
3.0 BACKGROUND 
3.1 As the site is located in a conservation area a s.211 Notice was 

received informing the Council that is was proposed to fell a Lime 
tree in the property’s back garden.  Officers concluded that there was 
insufficient justification for the tree’s removal presented in the s.211 
Notice and that the tree’s removal would be detrimental to amenity.  
A TPO was therefore served. 
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3.2 An objection to the TPO was received and following a site meeting to 
discuss, a tree work application was received to remove epicormic 
growth to 4.5m crown lift and semi-pollard.  

 
4.0 POWER TO MAKE A TPO  
4.1 If it appears to a local planning authority that it is expedient in the 

interests of amenity to make provision for the preservation of trees or 
woodlands in their area, they may for that purpose make trees, 
groups of trees or woodlands the subject of TPO. 

  
4.1.1 Expedience 
If there is a risk of trees being cut down or pruned in ways 
which would have a significant impact on their contribution to 
amenity it may be expedient to serve a Tree Preservation 
Order.  In some cases the Local Planning Authority may believe 
trees to be at risk generally from development pressure and 
therefore consider it expedient to protect trees without known, 
immediate threat.  Where trees are clearly in good 
arboricultural management it may not be considered 
appropriate or necessary to serve a TPO 
 
4.1.2 Amenity 
While amenity is not defined in the Town and Country Planning 
Act, government guidance suggests that trees suitable for TPO 
should be visible to the public, at the time of making the TPO or 
in future.  Trees may be worthy of preservation for their intrinsic 
beauty or for their contribution to the landscape or because 
they serve to screen an eyesore.  Consideration should also be 
given to environmental benefits and historic/commemorative 
significance.  
 
4.1.3 Suitability  
The impact of trees on their local surroundings should also be 
assessed, taking into account how suitable they are to their 
particular setting, the presence of other trees in the vicinity and 
the significance of any detrimental impact trees may have on 
their immediate surroundings. 

 
4.2 Suitability of this TPO 

 
4.2.1 Expedience 
Receipt of s.211 Notice for tree’s removal 
 
4.2.2 Amenity 
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The tree is located in the property’s rear garden but is clearly 
visible from Shaftesbury Road though gaps in properties and 
over Hornbeam House.  It is a native tree beneficial to the 
environmental and wildlife. 
 
4.2.3 Suitability 
The tree is considered to be suitable to its surroundings, 
despite being close to the boundary with 3 Shaftesbury Road.  
The species is tolerant of pruning therefore the tree can be 
managed in its location to retain its amenity contribution while 
reducing any negative impact on its immediate surroundings. 
 

 
5.0 CONSULTATIONS 
5.1 Following standard consultation, the Council received a number of 

objections to the felling of the tree as detailed in 17/079/TTCA. 
 
5.2 A TPO must be served upon anyone who has an interest in land 

affected by the TPO and following such consultation objection has 
been received to the TPO from Lesley Dickinson (Trees in Planning 
Ltd) on behalf of the property owner.  

 
5.3 In addition to the objection to the TPO from Hornbeam House the 

Council received support from the neighbouring property, who has a 
legal interest as the tree overhangs their boundary, and from a 
number of other local residents. 

 
6.0 CONSIDERATIONS 
6.1 While some of the objections to the felling of the tree related to 

private screen and the application that permitted the construction of 
Hornbeam House, others mirrored officer concerns regarding the 
impact the felling would have on public amenity and character of the 
conservation area. 

 
6.2 The objection to the TPO is made on the following grounds: 

6.2.1 The TPO was served 3 days after the s.211 Notice expired. 
 
6.2.2 The tree is structurally weak with signs of some factures at the 
former pollard point and there are several cavities.  
 
6.2.3 If a limb failed along the compressed fork it would potentially hit 
no 3 Shaftesbury Rd and Hornbeam House, therefore removal is 
partly on health and safety grounds 
 
6.2.4 The tree has dead wood and signs of dieback. 
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6.2.5 The tree has very limited amenity value and pruning it will 
further reduce amenity value. 
 
6.2.6 An increase in tree planting off-site but immediately adjacent to 
the Hornbeam House boundaries by neighbours. 
 
6.2.7 In addition to the above objections the objector has requested 
that consideration be given to the following points; 
 

management of other trees in the area, possibly without 
permission, 

 
local opposition to Hornbeam House and opposition to the 
tree’s removal, some of which the applicant considers to be 
factually incorrect, 
 
the tree work application submitted concurrent to the objection 
is an interim measure and does not in any manner infer or 
imply that the retention of the tree is appropriate in this case. 

 
6.2.8 In addition to the objection received to the TPO we have 
received and objection to the latest tree work application 

17/198/TTPO, to prune the tree.  It is an objection to 'any work to 
this tree other than, that which is strictly necessarily to maintain its 
long-term health and viability.' 
 

6.3 Officer’s response to the TPO objection. 
6.3.1 The LPA may serve a TPO on any tree at any time.  The 6 
week time frame referred to in s211 (3)(ii) of the Town and Country 
Planning Act applies to the notifier and does not restrict the power 
given to the LPA under s.198(1) to serve a TPO. 
 
6.3.2 There is a tight bifurcation where the stem branches and 
evidence of decay where branches have been previously removed.  
There is no indication of included bark or other weakness at the 
bifurcation and the applicant has not shown that any decay is 
sufficient to compromise the tree structurally.  Works proposed 
following an on site meeting with the tree officer and arboricultural 
consultant would reduce any risk of limb failure.  Should evidence be 
presented to support a claim that the tree is not structurally sound, 
the suitability of retaining the tree can be reassessed through a tree 
work application. 
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6.3.3 Insufficient evidence has been presented to support the 
proposed removal of the tree on health and safety grounds.  Until 
such evidence is presented, officers believe that proposed remedial 
work will reduce wind loading over any alleged weakness and 
significantly reduce the risk of structural failure. 
 
6.3.4 The extent of dead wood in the crown is typical for a tree of this 
age and species.  Dead wood may be removed at any time without 
the need for a tree work application.  Officers noted no overall crown 
dieback during visits. 
 
6.3.5 The tree is clearly visible from Shaftesbury Road from a couple 
of angles and therefore offers a significant contribution to visual 
amenity.  Tree work proposed in tree work application 17/198/TPO 
will result in a height reduction but this will not materially impact on 
the views to the tree between properties. 
 
6.3.6 While increased planting off site may impact on the reasonable 
enjoyment of Hornbeam House in the future and may decrease the 
prominence of the Lime, at present officers do not consider this to be 
sufficient justification for the tree's removal. 
 
6.3.7 Officers do not consider the additional comments detailed in 
6.2.7 above to be a material consideration in whether or the TPO 
should be confirmed and whether or not the tree works proposed 
should be allowed. 
 
6.3.8  While insufficient evidence has been present to support the 
claim that removal of the tree is reasonable to address health and 
safety concerns and allow the reasonable enjoyment of Hornbeam 
House, officers believe that considered pruning is justified to reduce 
the detrimental impact the tree has on light to and usability of the 
Hornbeam House garden and to reduce any risk of failure associated 
with the visually apparent defects to an acceptable level, without 
materially impacting on the tree's amenity value. 

 
 
7.0. OPTIONS 
7.1 Members may  

• Confirm the Tree Preservation Order. 

• Decide not to confirm the Tree Preservation Order. 

• Allow the proposed tree works. 

• Refuse the proposed tree works 
 

8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
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8.1 Members are respectfully recommended to confirm City of 
Cambridge Tree Preservation Order 03/2017 but allow the tree works 
proposed in tree work application 17/198/TTPO subject to conditions 
clarifying the extent of work allowed.  

 

9.0 IMPLICATIONS 
(a) Financial Implications    None 
(b) Staffing Implications      None 
(c) Equal Opportunities Implications None 
(d) Environmental Implications  None  
(e) Community Safety   None 
 
Appendix 1 Photo 
Appendix 2 Plan 
 
BACKGROUND PAPERS:  
The following are the background papers that were used in the preparation of this 
report: 
TWA 17/079/TTCA 
TWA 17/198/TTPO 
City of Cambridge Tree Preservation Order 03/2017 
Objection from Trees in Planning 
To inspect these documents contact Joanna Davies on extension 8522 
The author and contact officer for queries on the report is Joanna Davies on extension 
8522 
Date originated:  17.05.2017 
Date of last revision: 19.05.2017 
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