
 
 
 

 AGENDA ITEM NO. 

 
      DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT 

PANEL 
Tree Preservation Order 

Sub Group 

24th November 2009 

OBJECTION TO TREE PRESERVATION ORDER 
L/TPO/269 

Valiant Square, Upwood Road, Bury  
Report by Planning Services Manager (Policy) 

 
 
1. Purpose of Report 
 
1.1 To consider an objection to Tree Preservation Order L/TPO/269 and determine if the order 

should be confirmed subject to modifications. 
 
2. Description 
 
2.1 The site where this Tree Preservation Order has been made is a former RAF married 

quarter’s estate, with detached housing along private roads. This estate is all set within a 
spacious open landscape of mature trees. The site is situated on the southern boundary of 
Bury. The land to the south and the east of the site is agricultural.  

  
The trees are of varying species sizes and conditions. They perform many landscape 
functions including screening and buffering the site from the main road to the west of the 
site, and the open fields to the east. They help filter views through the site itself adding 
attractiveness to the built forms within the estate and they provide a backdrop to the 
existing estate and will do as to any future development of the site.       

 
They are visually prominent to the residents and visitors to the estate and to all traffic 
passing by the estate on the busy Ramsey Road into or out of Ramsey. 

 
Tree species are suitable to the site, and to the area, and the condition of those trees 
included in this order, both in physiological and structural terms can be described as good 
to fair.  

 
3. Reason for TPO 
 
3.1 Planning application reference number 0900661FUL for the Erection of 26 houses and 7 

apartments, formation of access and associated works at Land at Valiant Square Upwood 
Cambridgeshire was received on 22nd May 2009, and refused on 3rd September 2009. 
Reason 3 of that refusal related to the trees on site. It stated that: 

 
The proposed development by virtue of its siting and arrangement would result in a threat 
to the continued well being of, and an unsatisfactory relationship with, existing trees which 
are the subject of Tree Preservation Order number L/TPO/269. The loss of these trees 
would detract from the general amenity, character and appearance of the area. The 
proposal is therefore considered to be contrary to policies ENV7 of the East of England 
Plan - Revision to the Regional Spatial Strategy (May 2008), En18 and H33 of the 
Huntingdonshire Local Plan 1995, HL5ii) of the Huntingdonshire Local Plan 1995 Alteration, 
G3 of the Huntingdonshire Interim Planning Policy Statement 2007, CS1 of the 
Huntingdonshire Local Development Framework Submission Core Strategy Incorporating 
Proposed Changes 2009 and contrary to the guidance of the Huntingdonshire Design 
Guide Supplementary Planning Document. 



  
Your Officers became concerned about the potential threat to the trees during discussions 
with the applicant. Although the applicants stated intention was to retain trees and 
complement the existing trees with new landscaping, several proposed dwellings would 
result in unacceptable harm to trees during building work, and creation of long term threats 
to trees with unsatisfactory relationships between the proposed houses and existing trees. 
 
What is immediately evident is that the percentage of developable land on this estate could 
be increased by felling and removing trees, and that even if trees are not felled, the 
potential threat posed to these trees by development could result in a long term detrimental 
impact to the amenity value of the area. 
 
Since the summer the vacant properties have been refurbished and let. Fences have been 
moved substantially reducing garden size, and people are once again living on the estate.  
  
A tree preservation order is required to ensure a continuity and sustainability of the existing 
level of tree cover for the site in its present form and in the future if some parts of it are 
redeveloped. 

 
3.2 Policy EN19 of the Huntingdonshire Local Plan states that: 
 

“The district council will make tree preservation orders where it considers that trees which 
contribute to the local amenity and/or the landscape are at risk.”  
 

3.3 Paragraph 3.11 of the Huntingdonshire Interim Planning Policy Statement 2007 states: 
 

‘Where specific trees or groups of trees are of particular value (such that their removal 
would have a significant impact upon the local environment and its enjoyment by the 
public), and are potentially under threat, the Council will make Tree Preservation Orders to 
protect them. Where trees are covered by TPOs, the policy safeguards them from damage 
or destruction unless there are overriding reasons for the development to go ahead.’  

 
3.4 An Amenity Evaluation Checklist is used by your officers, which provides a systematic 

approach of determining whether or not a Tree Preservation Order should protect a tree or 
trees. The tree was assessed as having amenity value to the area and Tree Preservation 
Order L/TPO/269 was made on the 20th July 2009 to ensure the protection of the trees.  A 
copy of the checklist is appended for your information. 

 
3.5 A letter objecting to the Tree Preservation Order was received on the 14th August 2009.  

The objection was made by Michael Roseveare, of The Landscape Partnership on behalf of 
Storey Development Ltd and Kirby and Diamond acting as their agents.  

  
4. Outline of objection 
 
4.1 The main points of the objection are as follows: 
 
4.2 Expediency 
 
4.2.1  The objection suggests the trees are not under threat and because of this it is not expedient 

to protect them with a TPO. The reasons given by the objector are that the trees are under 
good arboricultural management, and have been surveyed. The objector points out that at 
the time of the objection, no tree works had been carried out since the property changed 
hands to the present owner.  

 
4.2.2 It is the objector’s opinion that the serving of the order is contrary to paragraph 3.11 of the 
 Huntingdonshire Interim Planning Policy Statement 2007, because the trees have been 
 unprotected during pre-application discussions over development of the site.  
 
 
 



4.3 Accuracy 
 
4.3.1 The TPO plan and first schedule has some inaccuracies. The objection listed sixteen trees 

of the total of 61 protected by the order that were difficult to locate on site using the TPO  
plan. The objection also raised concerns about the scale of the TPO plan and the type of 
tree symbols, specifically because there are other trees on the site that have not been 
included in this TPO.     

 
4.4 Quality and Health 
 
4.4.1 In the objector’s opinion the horse chestnut trees numbered T21, T35, and T5, and T50 are 

exhibiting symptoms of damage caused by horse chestnut leaf miner and have stem bleeds 
consistent with bacterial canker and Phytophthora. It is assumed that these trees will 
decline and die within 5 years. It is worth pointing out that T5 is not a horse chestnut but a 
lime tree.  

 
4.4.2 In the objector’s opinion T23 is a london plane with severe structural fault, an internal split 
 between a large branch and the main stem, which is likely to cause a catastrophic failure.   
 
4.5 Administrative Burden 
 
4.5.1 In the objector’s opinion the imposition of the administrative burden associated with the 

TPO is unnecessary and inappropriate because the owners have not in a 14 month period 
carried out any work to the trees.  

 
4.6 Appropriateness of TPO 
  
4.6.1 In the objector’s opinion the TPO contains three trees, namely T26 cherry, T42 birch, and 

T35 a horse chestnut that are growing very close to buildings over which their canopies 
extend. Because of this the trees will require regular pruning away from the houses, each 
time requiring an application to be made to the LPA. The objector says that these trees 
should not have been included in the TPO. 

 
4.7 Future planting following development of the site.  
 

The objector points out that trees that are subsequently planted as part of an agreed 
landscaping scheme for the site could also be protected in the future. This approach would 
enable a tree population which will grow in terms of amenity and is sustainable in terms of 
quality and condition. 
 

5. Response to objection 
 
5.1 Expediency 
 
5.1.1 At the time the order was made the only form of management the trees had been subject to 

was one of neglect. No tree work had been carried out to the trees on the estate until 
September 2009, some fifteen months after site acquisition by the present owners, and only 
because tree branches were hanging perilously low over access drives to let properties.  

 
5.1.2 Your Officers have considered the objection that order is contrary to paragraph 3.11 of the 

Huntingdonshire Interim Planning Policy Statement 2007 because the trees have been 
unprotected during pre application discussions over development of the site. We consider 
that this is not a valid objection because it is evident that trees on the estate are of 
particular value, and it is also evident because the site is under tenanted occupancy and 
subject to development that they are potentially under threat. 

 
 
 
 
 



5.1.3 With regard to the issue of expediency, your Officers have followed specific advice 
contained within the Department for Communities and Local Government publication Tree 
Preservation Orders: A Guide to the Law and Good Practice which states at paragraph 3.5 
that:  

 
In some cases the LPA may believe that certain trees are at risk generally from 
development pressures. The LPA may have some other reason to believe that trees are at 
risk; changes in property ownership and intentions to fell trees are not always known in 
advance, and so the protection of selected trees by a precautionary TPO might sometimes 
be considered expedient. 

 
5.1.4 Whilst nearly all the trees subject to this order are shown for retention within the planning 

proposals under application 0900661FUL the TPO was expedient under the circumstances 
and was in accordance with Section 5.19 of the Department for Communities and Local 
Government publication Tree Preservation Orders: A Guide to the Law and Good Practice 
which states: 
 
The LPA should decide in each case whether trees should be safeguarded by using a 
planning condition or TPO or both. In the Secretary of State's view, however, it is not 
reasonable to use conditions as a means of securing the long-term protection of trees when 
TPOs are available for this purpose.’ 

 
5.2 Accuracy 
 
5.2.1 Your Officers agree with the objector’s findings that the TPO plan and first schedule has 

some inaccuracies. When the site was surveyed for this order rear garden fences in the 
open space at the centre of the estate had been moved altering the site significantly and 
creating a much larger open space within the estate. These fencing changes made 
interpretation of existing site plans difficult, and this lead to administrative errors when the 
TPO plan was drawn up.  

 
5.2.2 It is recommended that the order is confirmed subject to a modified plan, and first schedule, 

with the new fencing positions accurately depicted, appended to this report correcting the 
inaccuracies raised in the objection. 

 
5.3   Quality and Health 

5.3.1 The horse chestnut trees contained within the modified order are all in good physiological 
and structural condition. T 21 and T35 are not infected with Phytophthora disease, but they 
are exhibiting signs of infection by the bacterial agent Pseudomonas syringae pv aesculi. 
Research into this disorder has revealed that infected trees may survive for many years as 
disease progression can be very slow or even cease. There is certainly no need for panic  
felling of healthy trees showing signs of this disorder.  

5.3.2 Similarly it is misleading to suggest that the presence of the horse chestnut leaf miner will 
lead to the decline and death of trees. There is no evidence from Europe that trees have 
died or shown a progressive decline in health as a direct consequence of an attack.  This 
disease only affects the leaves of the trees. A leaflet produced by the District Council into 
these disorders affecting Horse Chestnut trees is appended to this report for members 
information.  

5.3.3 Other Horse Chestnut trees within the estate were principally omitted from the TPO for 
planning reasons only, to assist the development of the estate and to help bring the site 
forward.  

 
 
 



5.3.4 Your Officers agree with the objector’s findings and have omitted T23, a london plane from 
the modified order on the grounds that it has a structural fault, which is likely to cause a 
catastrophic failure.   

 
5.3.5 Your Officers agree with the objector’s findings and have omitted T50 a horse chestnut 

from the modified order on the grounds that it is too close to the adjacent property, and 
would be unsuitable for long term retention based on an unsatisfactory relationship with the 
exiting property. 

 
5.4 Administrative Burden 
 
5.4.1 Works to trees are unlikely to be required on an annual basis, even if proactive 
 management is adopted on the estate post development. A long term management 
 plan could be granted consent over a two to five year period, which would only involve one 
 application within five years. Your Officers do not consider this to be an unreasonable 
 administrative burden. 
 
5.5 Appropriateness of TPO 
  
5.5.1 Your Officers agree with the objector’s findings and T26 cherry tree has been omitted from 

the modified order on the grounds that it is too close to the adjacent property. T42 birch 
tree, has been omitted on the grounds that it is a poor quality tree. However T35, is a 
healthy horse chestnut and this tree is included in the modified order. 

 
5.6 Future planting following development of the site.  
 

Your Officers agree with the letter of objection that trees that are subsequently planted as 
part of an agreed landscaping scheme for the site could also be protected in the future. 
Your Officers also agree that this approach would enable a tree population which will grow 
in terms of amenity and is sustainable in terms of quality and condition. 

 
6. Conclusion 

 
6.1 The order was not made to prevent development of the site or to prevent good 

arboricultural management of the trees on the estate. It has been made to ensure that the 
best quality trees on the site are afforded adequate protection should the site be developed.  
   

 
6.2 Your Arboricultural Officer confirms that the objection has been carefully considered and 

addressed, by modification of the inaccuracies contained in the map and first schedule of 
the order.  

 
6.2.1 Those trees not suitable for protection have been omitted. The other objections put forward 

do not alter your Arboricultural Officer’s opinion that the Tree Preservation Order is justified, 
and advises that the other reasons put forward for the objection are not sufficient to prevent 
the Tree Preservation Order from being confirmed.  

 
7. Recommendation 
 
7.1 That the Panel confirms Tree Preservation Order L/TPO/269 with modifications. 
 
BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
 
Tree Preservation Order file No 804 (with modifications to TPO Plan and first schedule). 
Horse Chestnut Trees under Attack leaflet 
 
Contact Officer: Mr Brian Ogden, Arboricultural Officer 

 01480 388437 
Contributor: Mr Mike Barber, Assistant Arboricultural Officer 
  01480 388439  





 
 
 
TPO Plan as served 
 
 



 
Amended TPO Plan 
 
 
 



 
 
 

 
Amenity Evaluation Checklist 

 
 
 
Introduction 
 
The Huntingdonshire District Council Planning Department’s Amenity Evaluation Checklist is designed to 
assist those responsible for the management of trees, by establishing a systematic approach for assessing 
the amenity of trees and woodlands. 
 
The Checklist has been drawn up in response to government guidance contained in the DETR publication 
“Tree Preservation Orders a Guide to the Law and Good Practice” March 2000.  The guidance advises Local 
Planning Authorities to develop ways of assessing the “amenity value” of trees in a structured and consistent 
way, and explain to landowners why their trees or woodlands have been protected by a Tree Preservation 
Order. 
 
The document is designed in a logical order, with each section supported by detailed references ensuring 
consistency and transparency of the decision making process in line with the aims of Best Value.  This 
document has now been adopted as internal Council Policy. 
 
 
Location   
 
 
 
 
 
Amenity Evaluation checklist (1) 
 
 

1. Background file check Y N 

a. Any existing TPOs on or adjacent to the site/land   

b. Is the site within Conservation Area?   

c. Is the Conservation Area designated partly because of the importance of the trees?   

d. Is the site adjacent to a Conservation Area?   

e. Are there any Listed Buildings on or adjacent to the site?   

f. Is the site proposed for development in the Local Plan?   

 
 
  
 
 Background file check Continued . . . . .        

  Y N 

g. Are there currently any designated nature conservation interests on or adjacent to the 
site?   

 
 
 

L/TPO/269, Valiant Square Estate, Former RAF Upwood Married Quarters Estate 
Land, Upwood Road, Bury. 
 



h. Relevant site planning history: (including current applications) (refer 6f & g)   

 
  
 

  
 

 

 Statutory Consultees Y N 

i . Are there any Scheduled Ancient Monuments on or adjacent to site?   

j. Is the land currently safeguarded under the Town & Country Planning (Aerodromes 

& Technical Sites) Direction 1992?  (Up to the 45m zone) 
  

k. Does the Forestry Commission currently have an Interest in the land? (Refer 5e)   

     Grant scheme   

     Forestry Dedication Covenant   

     Extant Felling Licence   

l. Are any of the trees situated on Crown Land?   

m. Are any of the trees situated on National Health Service Land?   

n. Is the land owned by   

    This Authority   

    Another Local Authority   

 
 2. Motivation 
  
a. Development Control                                                                                                    

 
 Application ref.:           
 
 Committee deadline:      
 
 Development Control officer comments: 
 
  
 
 
 
Motivation Continued . . . . 
 Motivation Continued . . . . .  

  
b. Conservation Area Notification 

0900661FUL

 

Some significant tree loss has been agreed, where appropriate. However, the 
scheme entails the loss of many attractive trees in the ‘avenue’ along the 
realigned eastern road and does not allow sufficient space for the proposed 
retained trees. The Council’s Arboricultural officer confirms that there is a 
sound arboricultural reason for refusal of this application. 

0100646C1884, 0300891C1884, 0401622C1884, 0503682PDE, 0702240PENQ, 0800122PENQ. 
0900661FUL 

 
 Application ref.:        
 
 Date of registration:       

 
 Expiry date:         
 
 



 

c. Emergency action (immediate threat to the trees)  

d. Strategic inspection  

e. Change in Local Plan land-use  

f. Change in TPO legislation  

g. Sale of Council owned land  

h. Reviewing existing TPO  

i. Hedgerow Regulations 1997  

 
 

3. Source  

a. Tree officer  

b. Public  

c. Chief Officer  

d. Committee  

e. Council Member  

f. Other  

 
 
4. Landscape Appraisal 
 
 Site visit date:        13th July 2009  

 
 Inspecting Officer:       
 
 
 
 
Landscape Appraisal Continued . . . . . 
 
 
a. Site Description:       

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
b. Description of surrounding landscape character: 

Brian Ogden, Arboricultural Officer 

 
Former RAF married quarter’s estate, with detached housing along private roads within a 
mature spacious treed open type of landscape, on the southern boundary of Bury. The land 
to the south and the east of the site is agricultural. 
 
 

 
  
 
  

 
The dominant surrounding landscape character is agricultural land.   
 
 



 
 
 
 
c. Statement of where the trees are visible from: (annotate map) 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

d. Photograph the trees, the site and surroundings (annotate map)  

e. Landscape function (annotate map)  

  Landmark  trees(s)  

  Skyline  

  Road frontage (trunk, principal, classified, unclassified)  

  Backdrop  

  Glimpses between properties or through gateways  

  Filtered views  

  Screening/buffering  

f. Visual prominence  

  Conurbation  

  Neighbourhood, estate, locale  

 

Landscape Appraisal Continued . . . . 

  Site and immediate surroundings  

  Value restricted to site  

g. Species suitability for the site:  

  Particularly suitable  

  Fairly suitable  

  Unsuitable  

h. Condition  

  Good  

The trees are visible from the Upwood Road, all throughout the whole Valiant Square Estate, 
and across fields in Views from other parts of Bury, and along the Ramsey to Warboys Road. 
 
 
 



  Fair  

  Poor  

  Dangerous  

   

i. Assessment of past management Y N 

  Past work consistent with prudent Arboricultural management?   

  Are past works likely to have compromised long term retention?   

 
 Will past work necessitate any particular future management Requirements? 
 
 
 
 
 

  Y N 

j. Tree size (at maturity):   

  Large (over 15m)   

  Medium (8-15m)   

  Small (up to 8m)   

 
 
 



Landscape Appraisal Continued . . . . 

 

k. Presence of other trees: Y N 

  High percentage tree cover   

  Medium percentage tree cover   

  Low percentage tree cover: (define visual area/reference points)   

 
 
 

 
 
 

l. Benefits Y N 

  Are the benefits current?   

 
 

Assessment of future benefits: (future growth potential; continuity/sustainability of  tree cover; development) 
  
 
 
 
m. Assessment of importance as a Wildlife habitat: 
 
  

 
 
 

n. Additional factors: Y N 

  Exceptional landscape value   

  Conservation Area (within or adjacent)   

  Contribution to the setting of a Listed Building   

  Part of a deliberate composition (avenue/focal point)   

  Screening/buffering (visual/noise)   

  Botanical interest/rarity   

  Historical associations   

 
 
 

5. Exemptions: (TCPA 1990) Y N 

a. Are any of the trees obviously dead, dying or dangerous?   

b. Are there any statutory obligations which might apply? (consider: Highways Act 1980,   

 

Continuity and sustainability of the existing level of tree cover especially if the site in part or as a whole is 
developed/redeveloped. 

 
 
 



Electricity Act 1989, Civil Aviation Act 1982) 

c. Is there any obvious evidence that the trees are currently causing any actionable 
nuisance?   

d. Based on the trees in their current location, is the likelihood of future actionable 
nuisance reasonably foreseeable?   

e. Is there currently any Forestry Commission interest in the land? (refer 1k)   

 
 
 

6. Exemptions: (Model Order) Y N 

f. Are there any extant planning approvals on the site which might compromise retention 
of the trees? (Refer 1h)   

g. Are there any lapsed planning approvals which might have compromised the trees? 
(Refer 1h)   

h. Are any of the trees obviously cultivated for commercial fruit production?   

i. Are any of the trees situated on or adjacent to a statutory undertaker’s operational 
land?   

j. Are any of the trees situated on or adjacent to land in which the Environment Agency 
has an interest?   

 
     
 

7. Compensation Y N 

a. Do any of the trees currently show any obvious signs of causing damage? (If yes 
provide details)   

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

  Y N 

b. Based on the trees in their current locations, is the risk of future damage reasonably 
foreseeable? (If yes, provide details)   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Compensation Continued . . . . . 
 

  Y N 

c. Are there any reasonable steps that could be taken to avert the possibility of future 
damage or to mitigate its extent? (If yes, provide details) *Photographs if necessary.   

 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 



 
 

8. Hedgerow Trees Y N 

* Individual standard trees within a hedge.   

* An old hedge which has become a line of trees of reasonable height.   

* Are the “trees” subject to hedgerow management?   

* Assessment of past hedgerow management   

 
   
 
 
  

* Assessment of future management requirements:   

 
  
 
 
 
 
 

9. Management Y N 

a. Are the trees under good Arboricultural or Silvicultural management?   

 (i)   Is an order justified?   

 (ii)  Justification (if required)   

 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

10 Designations Y N 

a. Individual:   

 *    Do the trees merit protection as individual specimens in their own right?   

b. Group:   

 *    Does the overall impact and quality of the trees merit a group designation?   

 *    Would the trees reasonably be managed in the future as a group?   

c. Area:   

.  
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 



 *    Does the ‘area’ compromise scattered, individual trees?   

 *    Is the area classification warranted as an emergency measure?   

 *    Is the ‘area’ designation intended as a temporary measure, pending future   

 *    Do all trees/species merit inclusion?   

d. Woodland:   

 *    Does the ‘woodland’ form an area greater than 0.1 hectare?   

 *    Would normal silvicultural management principles reasonably be applicable?   

 *    Does the ‘woodland’ currently contain regeneration and a ground flora?   

 *    Does the ‘woodland’ form part of a garden?   

 
 
 

11. Map Information  

a. Identify the parcel of land on which the trees are situated. (Outline in red on the attached 
location plan)  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
12. Land Ownership 
 
a. Land ownership details: (if known) 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  Y N 

b. Land Registry search required?   

 
 

13. Supplementary Information Y N 

Storey Property Developments Ltd 
Denbigh West Industrial Estate 
Bletchley 
Milton Keynes 
MK1 1DX 



a. Has a detailed, on-site inspection been carried out?   

b. Does the risk of felling justify making an order prior to carrying out a detailed, on-site 
inspection?   

c. Are trees to be excluded? Provide details as appropriate:   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

d. Is Section 201 required?   

e. Is a Section 330 Notice required?   

f. Additional publicity required?   

 
 
g. Relevant Local Plan Policies: 
 
 
 
 

There are a few trees not worthy of protection by tree preservation order. Their removal would not be 
detrimental to the amenity value of the area. 

EN 18 & EN 19  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
h. Statement of reasons for promoting this Order: 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PARAGRAPH 3.11 of the Huntingdonshire Interim Planning Policy Statement 2007   

Planning application reference number 0900661FUL for the Erection of 26 houses and 7 
apartments, formation of access and associated works at Land at Valiant Square Upwood  
Cambridgeshire was received on 22nd May 2009. 

 
The proposed development would result in a threat to the continued well being of, and an unsatisfactory 
relationship with, existing trees. The loss of these trees would detract from the general amenity, character and 
appearance of the area.  
 
There are many fine trees throughout the existing development on all of the open spaces, and lining the estate 
roads. At present none of the trees are protected. It is immediately apparent that the percentage of 
developable land on this estate could be increased by felling and removing trees, and that even if trees are not 
felled development could have a long term detrimental impact to them. 
 
A tree preservation order is required urgently to prevent any of these trees being felled to create land for 
development, and to ensure a continuity and sustainability of the existing level of tree cover. 
 



 
 

14. Summary Y N 

 *    Would loss of the trees have a significant impact on the local environment?   

 *    Will a reasonable degree of public benefit accrue?   

 *    Is an Order in the interests of amenity? (Sec. 4)   

 *    Is an Order expedient in the circumstances? (Secs. 5-9)   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Signed : Brian Ogden 
Date     13TH July 2009. 

 
 
 
 



L/TPO/2692 , Valiant Square Estate, Former RAF Upwood Married Quarters Estate 
Land, Upwood Road, Bury.– Photographs showing where the trees are visible from. 
 

 
1, Trees 1-3 
 

 
2, Trees 4, 5, and 6 
 



 
3,  Trees 5-9 
 

 
4, Trees 10-13 
 
 
 
 



 
5, Trees 13-16 
 

 
6, Trees 17-19 closest to camera 
 
 
 
 



 
7,  Trees 20 and 21. 
 
 

 
8, Tree 21 in foreground.  
 
 



 
 
9, Tree 22 third from right, at the side of 24 Valiant Square. 
 
 

 
10, View of trees in  centre open space G2 from the road opposite and looking between 

21 and 20 Valiant Square. 
 



   
11, View of the trees in the central open space  viewed from the road opposite the 

joined garages of 20 and 19 Valiant Square. 
 
 
 

  
12, T 24, London Plane at the front of number 18 Valiant Square, viewed from the 

opposite side of the road.  



 
13, View of trees on both sides of the road looking up Valiant Square from the corner of 

Tunkers Land and Valiant Square. 
 
 
 

 
14, Tree number 55, birch in the foreground to the lhs, and the large lime tree number 

53 centre left. 
 
 



 

 
15, Trees in the open space number T41 in the foreground in the open space at the 

centre of the estate. 
 

 
16, Tree numbers 42 and 43 looking south west. 



 
17, Trees along front of 18-24 Valiant Square viewed across fields from the junction of 

Tunkers Lane and Buryfield. 
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