DEVELOPMENT DIVISION
PLANNING COMMITTEE
FOR DECISION

7th October 2014
Book 2

Ladies and Gentlemen,
The plans in this report have been submitted for approval under the Town and
Country Planning Acts.
All County Council Matters are “Delegated” to the Committee for comment
and cannot be moved “Non-Delegated” (Minute No. 244, 20th July, 1992).
All other applications in this report are also “Delegated” but can be moved
“Non-Delegated” by a Member of the Committee under the terms adopted for the
Scheme of Delegation approved by Council, 16th May, 1994. Any such motion
needs to be accepted by a majority of Members of the Committee present (Council,
8th August, 1995). All applications left as delegated will be decided by the
Committee and will not be subject to confirmation by Council.
The application plan numbers also refer to files for the purposes of
background papers.

Jason Hipkiss
Planning Manager
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PLAN NUMBER:

APPLICANT:

AGENT:

2014/0532

Mr M Simpson

WARD/PARISH:

CASE OFFICER:

Mr. M. Simpson
Westmorland Tree Care Ltd.
DATE RECEIVED:

Newbarns

Charles Wilton
01229 876553

30/07/2014
STATUTORY DATE:
13/10/2014

LOCATION:
10 Croft Park Grove, Barrow-in-Furness
PROPOSAL:
Application for works to trees subject of tree preservation order 1972 No. 1: T1
Sycamore to remove epicormic growth, T2 Oak to remove epicormic growth, T3 Horse
Chesnut to fell, T4 Oak to remove epicormic growth and reduce small branches over
shed roof, T6 Sycamore, remove epicormic growth/crown raise to approx 25ft, T7
Sycamore, remove epicormic growth/crown raise to approx 25ft, T8 Sycamore, remove
epicormic growth, T9 Horse Chestnut, remove 1st lower branch, T10 Horse Chestnut,
crown raise, T12 Horse Chestnut, crown raise, T13 Lime, previously pollarded, now
require re-pollarding to allow formation of new leaders and crown, T15 Oak, remove
epicormic growth, T16 Sycamore, crown raise, T18 Sycamore, crown raise/remove
epicormic growth.
SAVED POLICIES OF THE
LOCAL PLAN:
No policies specific to applications submitted in relation to a tree preservation order.
SUMMARY OF MAIN ISSUES:

NON MATERIAL CONSIDERATIONS:

REPRESENTATIONS:
Development advertised on site and the following neighbours have been notified:
The occupiers of 75, 77, 79, 81, & 83 Croslands Park, Barrow-in-Furness, 1 & 3
Inglewood, Barrow-in-Furness, 5, 7 & 8 Croft Park Grove, Barrow-in-Furness.
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The Occupier, 81 Croslands Park, Barrow-in-Furness
Further to your letter dated 29 August 2014 regarding application for work to trees at 10
Croft Park Grove, Barrow-in-Furness.
My wife and I have no objection to the proposed pruning of the trees outlined in the
planning application but strongly object to the proposed felling of tree T3 Horse Chestnut.
The trees in this area are we believe covered by a tree preservation order as were several
other trees which have been felled in recent years.
If further trees including tree T3 are felled there seems little point in the preservation order
being in place.
The natural habitat in this area will be further deteriorated by yet another tree ie. T3 being
felled/removed.
We cannot see any reason why approval should be granted for tree T3 to be felled and
believe it should only be pruned as per the other trees covered by this planning
application.
CONSULTATIONS:
None
OFFICERS REPORT:
1. SITE AND LOCALITY
The application site comprises an area of woodland located to the side of the applicant’s
house. In a domestic situation the woodland is large measuring m x m. It forms part of
strip of woodland which once defined the boundary of Chetwynde (now a school) before
parts of the original grounds were developed for housing.
2. PROPOSAL DETAILS
Application for works to trees subject of tree preservation order 1972 No. 1:
T1 Sycamore to remove epicormic growth,
T2 Oak to remove epicormic growth,
T3 Horse Chesnut to fell,
T4 Oak to remove epicormic growth and reduce small branches over shed roof,
T6 Sycamore, remove epicormic growth/crown raise to approx 25ft,
T7 Sycamore, remove epicormic growth/crown raise to approx 25ft,
T8 Sycamore, remove epicormic growth,
T9 Horse Chestnut, remove 1st lower branch,
T10 Horse Chestnut, crown raise,
T12 Horse Chestnut, crown raise,
T13 Lime, previously pollarded, now require re-pollarding to allow formation of new
leaders and crown,
T15 Oak, remove epicormic growth,
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T16 Sycamore, crown raise,
T18 Sycamore, crown raise/remove epicormic growth.
3. RELEVANT HISTORY
Service of Tree Preservation Order 1972 no 1
4. RELEVANT POLICIES AND GUIDANCE
Neither the local plan nor the NPPF contain any policies specific to applications submitted
under a tree preservation order.
5. PLANNING ISSUES
Whether the works are justified on arborical grounds/ or if not, whether there are other
reasons to justify the work.
6. CONCLUSION
I have commented on the work below which results in a recommendation for a split
decision.
Works to trees numbered 1,2, 8 & 15 are limited to the removal of epicormic growth. This
is the minor twiggy, growth some times seen at the base of a tree. Removal raises no
issues
Tree 3 –fell. This relates to the felling of a horse chestnut. The tree continues to rebud
however there are considerable areas of bark loss extending up the trunk. This has
allowed access for decay and infection into heart wood. The applicant’s tree surgeon
advises that the injuries may be the effect of a lightening strike many years ago. The
defects are such that felling is justified as the decay is likely to lead to limb failure.
Tree 4 removal of epicormic growth and minor branches over shed. The branches are
secondary, thin branches growing over the shed. Their loss raises no issues
Tree 5, 11, 14 17 & 19 no work proposed
Tree6 &7 Remove epicormic growth and minor branches. As per tree 4
Tree 9 removal of lower branch at trunk. This involves the removal of a more substantial
limb at the trunk. There appears no particular justification for the work which would, on
that basis, cause unnecessary wounding and of a species (horse chestnut) prone to rot
from lop points
Tree 10 & 12 Crown raise. Involves shortening minor branches only – supportable
Tree 13 Re-pollard (lime). This tree has been pollarded in the past but has re grown a well
balanced crown. Regrowth in these situations requires management as the new stems
have a weaker attachment to the trunk than original growth. This is particularly relevant in
this case as the tree is situated adjacent to the applicant’s house. I have discussed the
shortening of the branches with the applicant’s tree surgeon who has pointed out their
slender form and lack of growth points to cut back to. Re-pollarding therefore appears the
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most appropriate method of managing the tree. Were the tree to be left to grow the weak
branch attachments would become problematic and felling would become difficult to resist.
Tree 16,18 crown raise. This involves the removal of minor branches at the trunk. The
branches are growing out over the boundary with neighbouring houses and close to the
houses themselves (in Croslands). The work is justified on amenity grounds and the
branches in question are minor.
RECOMMENDATION:
I recommend that a split decision is made as follows:
That with respect to works to trees numbered 1,2,3,4,6,7,10,12, 13,16 and 18 that consent
be granted subject to the following conditions:
1. This consent is valid for a period of 2 years which expires on the 7/10/2014 after which
no work authorised by this consent shall be carried out unless a further application for the
work has been submitted to and approved in writing by the planning authority.
Reason
Required to be imposed by the Town and Country Planning (Tree Preservation)(England)
Regulations 2012,
2. The works for which consent has been granted may only be carried out once.
Reason
Required to be imposed by the Town and Country Planning (Tree Preservation)(England)
Regulations 2012.
3. Prior to the felling of the horse chestnut (T3) a replanting scheme shall have been
submitted to and approved in writing by the planning authority. This shall include details of
species, size, location, method of planting including details of any support, and
maintenance for the first 5 years following planting.
That with respect to works to tree 9 that consent be refused for the following reason:
1. The application contains no justification for the proposed work which given the size of
the limb would cause unnecessary wounding in a species prone to rot from lop points.
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