PLANNING APPLICATION NUMBER:P11/0773
Type of approval sought

Tree Preservation Order

Ward

Pedmore & Stourbridge East

Applicant

Mrs. R. Hanson

Location:
Proposal

THE CEDAR HOUSE, 3, GLENELG DRIVE, PEDMORE,
STOURBRIDGE, DY8 2PF
FELL 1 CEDAR TREE

Recommendation REFUSE
Summary:

TREE PRESERVATION ORDER NO: TPO 644 (2001) – T1
SITE AND SURROUNDINGS
1.

The tree subject to this application is a large, mature, Deodar Cedar tree that is
located in the front driveway of 3 Glenelg Drive, close to the boundary with number
2 Glenelg Drive. The tree is prominent in the local area being visible from Glenelg
Drive, Whitehall Road; Wimbledon Drive and Worcester Lane. The tree is also
partly visible from Portland Crescent. Overall it is considered that the tree provides
a high amount of amenity to the surrounding area.

PROPOSAL
2.

Summary of proposals for the works as written on application form is as follows:
Fell 1 Deodar Cedar tree.

•

3.

The tree has been marked on the attached plan.

HISTORY
4.

There have been two previous Tree Preservation Order applications on this site.
Application No.
P02/1117
P05/0272

Proposal
Trimming of one TPO
tree
Fell 1 Cedar tree

Decision
Approved with
conditions
Refused

Date
10/07/02
13/06/05

5.

The 2005 application to fell the tree went to appeal. The appeal was dismissed,
however some crown cleaning of the tree was recommended, although this works
has never been carried out.

PUBLIC CONSULTATION
6.

A letter for support has been received from the adjacent neighbour, and a letter of
objection has been received from a resident of the local area.

7.

The letter of support cites previous branch fall and cone fall as reasons for the
removal of the tree. The letter of objection states that the tree is mature, healthy and
attractive, and that all other options such as pruning and bracing should be
considered prior to approving the felling of the tree. Copies of the letters are
appended to this report.

ASSESSMENT

Tree(s) Appraisal

Tree Structure

Tree 1

TPO No.

T1

Species

Deodar Cedar

Height (m)

20

Spread (m)

12

DBH (mm)

900

Canopy

Architecture
Overall Form
Age Class

Yng / EM / M / OM / V

Good
Good
Mature

Structural
Assessment

Trunk / Root
Collar

Good

Scaffold Limbs

Good

Secondary

Good – some previous failure

Branches
% Deadwood

7%

Root Defects

None Evident

Root Disturbance

None Evident

Other
Failure Foreseeable
Imm / Likely / Possible
/ No

Whole

Part

No

Possible

Vigour Assessment
Vascular Defects

None Evident

Foliage Defects

None Evident

Leaf Size

Good

Foliage Density

Good

Other

Overall
Assessment
Structure

Good

Vigour

Good

Overall Health

Good

Other Issues
Light Obstruction

Some

Physical Damage

None Evident

Surface Disruption

Slight lifting of block paved driveway

Debris

Needles and some alleged cone loss

Amenity

Assessment
Visible

Yes

Prominence

High

Part of Wider
Feature?

Characteristic of
Area

Amenity Value

No
Yes
High

Further Assessment
8.

The applicant has proposed to fell the tree due to the risk of damage from falling
cones.

9.

On inspection the tree was found to be in a reasonable condition with no major
defects present. It was noted that there was a good amount of deadwood through out

the crown, however this is a characteristic of cedar trees, and is not considered to be
symptomatic of poor health.
10. There was also a number previous branch failure scars present in the tree, in the
main the branches are small to medium sizes, and are likely to have failed during
unsettled weather. Such branch failure is an evolved characteristic of cedar trees
where they will readily sacrifice a smaller limb to reduce the wind forces acting on the
larger branch or tree as a whole.
11. Whilst it is accepted that cedar trees can have a propensity to drop branches during
windy conditions, the frequency of such branch drop can generally be reduced by
undertaking a mixture of crown cleaning (the removal of dead, split, poorly attached,
cracked and hung up branches) and the selective reduction of branches that have a
disproportionate length to diameter ratio. Such works were recommended by the
appeal inspector when the 2005 appeal was dismissed. However it does not appear
that such works have ever been carried out.
12. With regard to the issues of cone drop, cedar tree cones, as with the majority of the
trees in the Pinaceae, the cones are produce of a period of time 12-18 months, and
will generally remain in the tree until mature where the seeds will gradually flake off.
However, sometimes, either through wind action or bird / squirrel intervention, the
attachment of the large cones can fall from the tree as a complete unit. When such
cones fall it is accepted that they will have the ability to cause cosmetic damage to
cars parked underneath.
13. The applicant has also stated that the falling cones present a risk to people passing
underneath the tree. Again no evidence has been submitted to quantify any previous
event of personal injury. It is considered that the risk of injury is significantly less than
the risk of damage to vehicles, as people provide a smaller ‘target’ and whereas
vehicles will generally be parked under the tree for a number of hours at a time,
people will only generally be within the area for a number of seconds as they pass
through to the house. As such it is considered that the chances of a person being hit
by a falling cone are at an acceptable low level.
14. The applicant has not submitted any information as to the frequency of such cone
drop, or any quantified accounts of the damage caused by the falling cones. Similarly
the neighbour who submitted the letter of support on the grounds of cone fall has not
provided any information as to the frequency of the occurrence.

15. Also on inspection it was noted that, both the applicant and the supporting neighbour
have large drives, and each have an area of driveway where a number of cares could
be parked beyond the area of cone drop, thereby preventing any damage.
16. Overall it is not considered that sufficient justification has been provided to show that
the tree presents such a hazard to the local residents that the tree should be felled.
As such given the high amenity value of the tree it is considered that the application
should be refused.
CONCLUSION
17. The applicant has proposed to fell the tree over concerns about the safety of falling
cones from the tree.
18. On inspection it was considered that the tree was fundamentally healthy, and whilst
some works are recommended for the tree it is not considered that the tree should be
felled on the grounds of its health.
19. With regard to the cones of the tree, whilst it is accepted that some cones may fall off
whole, the cones would normally be retained in the tree until they harmlessly flake
apart. Whilst it is accepted that if a cone does fall whole I could damage any vehicle
parked underneath it is also considered that both adjacent properties have sufficient
driveway space to park out of the area covered by the tree and thereby prevent any
damage.
20. It is not accepted that the cones provide an unacceptably high risk to people passing
underneath the tree, and as such it is not considered that the tree should be felled on
the grounds of falling cones.
21. Overall it is not considered that the applicant has provided sufficient information to
justify the felling of the tree and as such it is recommended that the application is
refused.
RECOMMENDATION
22. It is recommended that application is refused for the reason set out below.

Conditions and/or reasons:
1. The cedar tree provides a high amount of amenity to residents and users of
Glenelg Drive, Worcester Lane, Whitehall Road, and Wimbledon Drive by virtue
of its visual appearance. It is not considered that the application has provided
sufficient justification to warrant the felling of the tree on the grounds of safety
and as such it is recommended that the application should be refused.

N

T1

19/07/11

Re Application number P11/0773.
Proposal to fell 1 Cedar tree.
Location The Cedar house 3 Glenelg Drive Pedmore Stourbridge DY8 2PF

I feel that it would be a great shame to fell a mature, healthy and attractive tree. Surely this should be
the last resort after all other options have been thoroughly explored. Please consider all options to
ensure that the tree remains safe and is not just CUT DOWN, destroying something which has taken
many years to develop.
If people and trees are to coexist in an urban or suburban environment, then sometimes it is necessary
to modify the trees. City environments do not mimic natural forest conditions. It is understood that
safety is a major concern.
However, trees should complement our landscape plantings and lawns etc.
With care and attention the tree could be reduced and controlled (perhaps with Cobra bracing if
required). There are plenty of well experienced companies who can easily undertake this work.
Proper pruning, with an understanding of tree biology, can maintain good tree health and structure
while enhancing the aesthetic and economic values of the landscapes and also add value to properties.
The proposal to cut down this tree is out of step with how the environment should be maintained
locally and globally.

Re: The proposed felling of Cedar of Lebanon Tree, Glenelg Drive, Stourbridge.

I strongly agree that the tree in question should be felled if only for safety purposes.
Branches have fallen on our property and cars over the 26 years we have lived here. Since
Mark Chester (A man who appeared to be in a world of his own and who I believe was later
dismissed following numerous complaints over his decision making ability) put a TPO on the
tree, we have had branches fall through our carport roof causing us considerable repair
costs. The trees fruit which has been in abundance this year is like wooden grenades, it
dents the cars when it falls and if anyone was hit on the head they would need medical
treatment. This is a lovely tree but it has grown far too big for its current location and I am
in full agreement with Mrs Hanson that the only sensible option is to fell the tree before
somebody incurs serious injury or further property is damaged. When an application to put
two detached houses on the plot which No3 currently occupies was approved about 15
years ago part of the plans where for the tree to be felled, this did not happen as a single
bungalow was built on the plot instead but if it could be felled then why not now. I also note
the objection from Whitehall Road but as they are so far away from the tree as to be not
affected by any of the problems associated with the tree I feel their objections should be
kept in perspective.

