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SECTION 1 – SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
 
Objections have been made against Tree Preservation Order (TPO) No. 890 that 
covers trees at Nos. 36 (Glencara), 38 and 40 Royston Park Road. This report 
sets out why this TPO should be confirmed.  
 
RECOMMENDATIONS:  
 
The Committee is requested to confirm TPO No. 890 notwithstanding the 
objections.  
 
REASON: TPO No. 890 must be confirmed by March 2008. After this date, the 
trees currently covered by this TPO will have no statutory protection. 
 
 
 



SECTION 2 - REPORT 
 
2.1  On 14th September 2007, TPO No. 890 was made in respect of 5 trees 

and 1 group: 
 
 Tree 1: Beech 
 Tree 2 :Cypress 
 Tree 3 :Cypress 
 Tree 4 :Cypress 
 Tree 5: Cherry 
 Group 1: 2 x Ash and 2 x Oak. 
 
 The TPO was made in light of a planning proposal to demolish the 2  

semi-detached houses at Glencara and 38 Royston Park Road to 
construct 13 x 2/3 bedroom flats. The proposed development would 
significantly increase the current building footprint and could impact 
directly on tree Group 1.   

 
2.2 Objection letters were subsequently received from ACS Arboricultural 

Consultants, Preston Bennett and Ms. Sally Lewis stating that the subject 
trees have limited public visual amenity. The specific objection for each 
tree and the Council’s view is set out below. Before reviewing the 
objections, which are largely based on amenity issues, it is important to 
note that the Council took into account the threat posed to the trees by the 
proposed development before making the TPO. This is expedient and in 
line with guidance given in Chapter 3 (paragraph 3.5) of the DETR 
publication “Tree Preservation Orders; a Guide to Law and Good Practice 
(2000)”.  

 
2.2.1  Tree 1 objections: The tree is obscured and suppressed by adjacent street 

trees, and is unlikely to reach its full potential. In the future, the tree will 
grow towards the property at Glenacara and cause tree debris problems. 

 
 Council’s Arboricultural Officer’s Response: Although growing 

adjacent to street trees, the crown of the subject tree is clearly visible from 
both Royston Park Road and Royston Grove.  Only a part of the tree 
crown is suppressed and as such the tree could develop as part of the tree 
group at the front of Glencara. The loss of the tree would be harmful to the 
visual amenity and the street scene. 

 
 As regards the issue of possible tree debris nuisance, the Council would 

consider any application received in the future for pruning of the tree on its 
merits. 

 
2.2.2 Group 1 objections: The Group description is inaccurate and only the tops 

of the trees are visible from Royston Grove.  
 
 Council’s Arboricultural Officer’s Response: The Group description is 

accurate (see paragraph 2.1 above). The Group is clearly visible from 
Royston Grove.  The loss of Group 1 would be harmful to the visual 
amenity and the street scene. 



 
2.2.3  Tree 5 and Group 1 objections: These trees have limited public benefit as 

they are sited in rear gardens set back from the road. More specifically 
Group 1 is made up of self-sown trees with a drawn habit. 

 
 Council’s Arboricultural Officer’s Response: It is accepted that Tree 5 

cannot be seen from the road but it, along with Group 1, forms part of a 
tree mass at the rear of the properties in Royston Park Road.  Policy EP29 
of the Harrow Council Unitary Development Plan adopted 30th July 2004 
provides that the Council will protect and enhance tree masses by “(A) 
Resisting applications for development which would impair the integrity of 
part of any tree mass…. (B) Making Tree Preservation Orders.” This policy 
highlights the importance the Council places on tree masses.  

  
 It is important to note that the owners of Tree 5 at No. 40 Royston Park 

Road have not made objections to confirmation of the TPO. 
 
 The crowns of Group 1 can clearly be seen from Royston Grove and so 

they do provide public visual amenity. It is not uncommon for trees 
growing in groups to develop a drawn habit as they compete for light. 
However, such groups usually form significant unified crowns (see amenity 
value of Group 1 above). 

 
2.2.4 Trees 2, 3 & 4 objection: The trees do not meet the quality criteria required 

by law to justify protection by a TPO. The trees do not provide visual 
amenity as they are common and hidden behind a high fence and a Laurel 
hedge.  

 
 Council’s Arboricultural Officer’s Response: The subject trees can 

clearly be seen from Royston Grove and as such they provide public 
visual amenity. The potential loss of the trees would have an unacceptable 
impact on the street scene. The fact that the trees are of a common tree 
species does not detract from their public visual amenity.   

 
2.2.5 Trees 1 & 4 objection: These trees would have been assessed when 

permission was given for planning application ref: P/781/05/CFU in 
November 2005 to build 3 flats and a rear double garage with access. 

 
 Council’s Arboricultural Officer’s Response: The TPO has been made 

in light of the current proposal to demolish the semi-detached houses at 
Glencara and 38 Royston Park Road to provide 13 flats. If planning 
permission P/781/05/CFU is implemented, then T1 & 4 could be removed 
if they are directly affected by the approved proposal. 

 
2.3 The current position is that only a temporary 6-month statutory protection 

is accorded to the subject trees by virtue of Section 201 of the Town and 
Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended). This temporary protection 
expires in March 2008. If the TPO is not confirmed by this date, the trees 
will have no statutory protection.  

 



2.4  Regulation 5 of the Town and Country Planning (Trees) Regulations 1999 
provides that if objections are properly made, a local planning authority 
cannot confirm a TPO without giving the objections proper and due 
consideration. 

 
2.5  There is no right of appeal to the Secretary of State against the 

confirmation of a TPO. However, under Section 288 of the Town and 
Country Planning Act 1990 (“the Act”), the validity of a TPO can be 
challenged on a point of law by an application to the High Court within six 
weeks of the date the TPO is confirmed on the grounds that: -  

 
2.5.1 The TPO is not within the powers of the Act, or 
 
2.5.2 The requirements of the Act (or Regulations made under the Act) have not 

been complied with in the making of the TPO. 
 
2.6  The Committee is requested to give the objections and the full 

circumstances due consideration. It is the Arboricultural Officer’s opinion 
that the objections do not outweigh the amenity considerations in this 
case.  

 
2.7  It is accordingly recommended that the TPO be confirmed. 
 
 
Financial Implications 
There are no financial implications. 
 
Performance Issues 
 
Please provide details of specific performance indicators on which this report 
impacts (LAA, BVPI, CPA, PAF).  What is the target for positive change in this PI 
or how is a negative impact being mitigated? 



SECTION 3 - STATUTORY OFFICER CLEARANCE 
 
 
 

  
on behalf of the 

Name: Steve Tingle. Yes Chief Financial Officer 
  
Date: 3 December 2007 

  

 
 

  
on behalf of the 

Name: Jessica Farmer Yes Monitoring Officer 
 
Date: 13 November 2007 

  
 

 
 
 
SECTION 4 - CONTACT DETAILS AND BACKGROUND PAPERS 
 
 
Contact:  Russell Ball, Planning Arboricultural Officer, extn: 6092 
 
Background Papers:  Tree Preservation Order 890 
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