
      
DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT  COMMITTEE                   29 May  2018 
 
Objections to Tree Preservation Order L/TPO/18/002, 7 Kings Road, St 
Neots, PE19 1LF.  
 
 
1. PURPOSE OF REPORT  
 
1.1  To consider objections to the Tree Preservation Order (TPO) 

L/TPO/18/002, and determine if the order be confirmed, making it 
permanent.   

 
2. BACKGROUND.  
 
2.1  This TPO was made on 24 January 2018, and is provisional for the 

first 6 months following its making. This provisional period allows the 
Council to consider any representations received as part of our 
consultation before a decision is reached as to its future permanency. 

 
2.2  Under the Council’s scheme of delegation, where objections are 

received, its confirmation is deferred to the Development 
Management Committee 

 
 
3.  SITE AND TREE DESCRIPTION. 
 
3.1  TPO L/TPO/18/002 covers a mature Ailanthus altissima (Tree of 

Heaven – referred to as T1 on order plan attached plan) set to the 
immediate east of numbers 5 and 7 Kings Road. The tree boarders 
the open boundary between the front gardens of the two properties 
and overhangs the highway to the east. The site is in the St Neots 
Conservation Area.  

 
3.2  Due to location and size of the tree, it is the dominant natural feature 

of the surrounding street scene, and is clearly visible when traveling 
along Kings Road. The street network to the east is partly 
characterised by mature broadleaf trees; T1 is considered to form an 
important part of this character and contributes to the wider visual 
makeup of the conservation area.   

  
3.2  The tree is considered to be mature, and is likely to predate the 

construction of the houses in 1959. The tree is in a sound 
physiological condition commensurate with its age and species. It is 
twin stemmed from approximately 3.5m from ground level, below 
which the lower trunk shows signs of reactionary growth as a result of 
an internal pocket of decay on the north eastern side.  This defect has 
been subject to ongoing internal decay investigations, and has been 
found to be degrading at a relatively slow rate. This element is dealt 
with in details in sections 6.8 and 6.9.  

 
4. REASON FOR THE TPO 
 
4.1  The order was made following the submission of a notification for tree 

works in the conservation area (Reference 17/02228/TRCA) to fell 
T1.   

 



4.2  The notification outlined that the tree was proposed to be removed 
due to its size and fears it may fall. The notification also set out 
concerns that it would cause significant damage to the house should 
failure occur. In addition, the applicants highlighted further concerns 
in respect of the basal formation of the tree (subject to the ongoing 
monitoring), the potential impact of the tree on the drainage and 
sewerage system of the two properties and its noted vigorous growth 
habit.  

 
5. OUTLINE OF OBJECTION  
 
5.1  One letter of objection has been received as a result of the 

consultation period, submitted jointly by the owners of 5 and 7 Kings 
Road. In addition to the letter of objection, additional information was 
supplied by the two property owners No. 5 and 7) following 
correspondence from Council Officers seeking clarification on certain 
technical points.  The original objection letter set out the following 
grounds of objection:  

 
1. Ailanthus trees are park trees and require significant land to 

be planted in.  
The general stance in respect Ailanthus trees is that a parkland 
setting is preferable because of the tree being known for its ability 
to cause structural damage, although it is not uncommon to find 
Ailanthus trees on roadside locations close to residential 
properties. 
 

2. There is a risk of damage from sudden branch loss. 
A number of occasions are noted where branches have been shed 
by the tree and have caused damage to the surrounding garden, 
fence/gate and a parked caravan. In addition, the close proximity 
of the tree to the highway is noted and the potential risk of branch 
drop over a heavily used road and footpath.  
 

3. The tree has a wide root area. 
The property owners have received advice that the roots of the 
tree will have spread beneath the houses. A situation is reported of 
the ground floor concrete slab in the kitchen of number 7 was 
cracked and needed repair. However, there is no information to 
indicate that this was as a result of root action. Concerns regarding 
the potential for root damage to the services to both properties are 
also noted. 
 

4. The tree should have never been planted in its current 
location 
The objection sets out historical information concerning a 1950s 
proposal to realign Kings Road which would have necessitated the 
removal of T1.  
 

5. The ongoing cost associated with the maintenance of the tree.  
The objection sets out that the maintenance costs associated with 
the tree, and in particular the cost of ongoing internal decay 
detection investigations that have been undertaken in 2013 and 
repeated in 2018.  

 
 
 



6. RESPONSE TO OBJECTION 
 
6.1  While the objections made in respect of the order are noted, they are 

not considered to alter or bring into question the amenity value of the 
tree. 

 
6.2  The comments made in respect of the size potential and usual 

planting locations of this tree species are noted. The general stance 
in respect Ailanthus trees is that a parkland setting is preferable 
because of the tree being known for its ability to cause structural 
damage.  

 
6.3  However, T1 has grown and developed in a residential setting, has 

not to date caused damage to the properties and as a result has 
become a key feature of the surrounding area. As such, it is 
considered that while this tree species may not be a suitable choice if 
it were to be planted now, it has successfully cohabitated the site for 
some time with limited overall impact. Therefore, it not considered to 
be inappropriate for it to be retained on the basis that it would be 
better suited to a more open setting. The comments made in respect 
of the location of the tree and past plans for its removal are noted, 
these are not considered to be relevant to this case. 

 
6.4  The generation of deadwood is part of a tree’s ongoing physiological 

processes, and where a tree is located in a highly used setting (such 
as that of T1) its loss can cause damage to the areas below and 
surrounding the crown. The level of deadwood present within the 
crown of T1 was not considered to be excessive compared to that 
which would be expected with a tree of this age and species.  

 
6.5  The wood of Ailanthus trees can be notably brittle, and this may be 

contributing to the level of falling deadwood, however this could be 
managed through regular deadwood removal works which would limit 
the potential for damage. These works do not require the prior 
consent of the Council.  

 
6.7  While the two properties do sit within the theoretical root area of the 

tree, the actual distribution of the roots cannot be determined. As 
such, it is not possible to state whether or not the tree has or will 
impact on the structure of the building or the surrounding services. 
The information submitted by the property owners does not clearly 
demonstrate that historic movement in the building (cracking in the 
kitchen floor of number 7) is as a result of root action. In the additional 
information supplied by the properties, it has been confirmed that no 
movement has, or is, being experienced by either property, and while 
some movement in the sewerage pipe has occurred in the past, there 
has been no evidence to suggest that this is as a result of root action.  

 
6.6  The additional information does, however, outline that a small tree 

root had blocked a gully, but that this had been cleared without 
damage to either the drainage system or the tree.  

 
6.7  The costs of maintaining a mature tree can be considerable, and in 

this case the internal decay detection works will have added to the 
costs of maintaining T1 at the expense of the owners of the tree. 
However, property maintenance (including trees) is not considered to 



form a reasonable reason to remove a tree with such important visual 
amenity value.  

 
6.8  The decay detection work undertaken in 2013 (using a PICUS 

Tomograph) showed that the internal basal decay amounted to 
approximately 18% of the total surface area of the tree’s trunk at 1.3m 
from ground level. This assessment was repeated in early 2018 and 
showed a marginal increase in the level of decay wood to 20%. This 
level of change is relatively minor and its progression is slow. 
Furthermore, it is well inside the generally accepted parameters of the 
level of decay which can be supported by an otherwise healthy tree 
(usually 70%).  

 
6.9  The latest investigations do show, however, that the internal cracking 

has increased (noted to be caused by wind movement on the crown) 
and the associated report recommends that crown reduction works 
are undertaken to reduce the wind loading on the tree.  

 
7. CONCLUSION 
 
7.1  Having considered the grounds of the objections, the visual amenity 

value of the tree and the submitted information regarding its 
condition, it is considered that the Order should be confirmed to 
ensure the retention of this visually important tree.   

 
7.2  The tree significantly contributes to the setting of street scene and the 

special character of this part of the St Neots Conservation Area. Its 
removal would be to the detriment of the treed nature of the 
surrounding street network and the public visual amenity value of the 
area.  

 
7.3  While this tree species may not be selected were it to be planted now, 

T1 has been part of the Kings Road properties since the 1950s and 
has cohabited the site since the construction of the houses in 1959. 
To date, there has been no evidence to conclusively demonstrate that 
the tree has caused damage to the property (with the exception of 
minor root ingress to a downpipe) or that this is likely to occur.  

  
7.4  In terms of the tree’s condition, it appears to be physiologically sound, 

and the noted basal decay appears to be stable at this time. This 
matter will require ongoing monitoring, and remedial works reduce the 
crown area will also need to be undertaken. However, this will not 
only stabilise the base of the tree, but will also create a smaller crown 
area, reducing the level of deadwood falling to the ground below. This 
type of pruning is considered to be a reasonable solution to the 
ongoing maintenance of the tree and one which the Council would be 
likely to support through a separate tree works application. 

 
7.5  Finally, the confirmation of this order would ensure that were a point 

be reached in the future where the removal of T1 was required, the 
Council would be in a position to enforce its replacement, ensuring 
the long term treed character of the conservation area is maintained.  

 
 
8. RECOMMENDATION  
 



8.1  That the committee endorses the officer recommendation to confirm 
Tree Preservation Order L/TPO/18/002 without modification.   

 

BACKGROUND PAPERS 
 
Tree Preservation Order File No L/TPO/18/002 
 
 
SUPPORTING INFORMATION 
 
1. Location Plan 
2. Tree Preservation Order  
3. Letters of objection including decay investigation report 
 

CONTACT OFFICER 
Enquiries about this report to Tamsin Miles, Arboricultural Officer.  01480 
388 679. 
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