	
	
	ITEM NO. 



	
	

	REPORT OF

DIRECTOR OF SUSTAINABLE REGENERATION DIRECTORATE.


	TO: PLANNING AND TRANSPORTATION REGULATORY PANEL
ON DATE: 1st April 2010


	TITLE:
CONFIRMATION OF THE SALFORD CITY COUNCIL TREE PRESERVATION ORDER (No.408) 2010


	RECOMMENDATION: It has been considered that the TPO be confirmed without modifications.


	EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

To confirm the Salford City Council Tree Preservation Order (TPO) (No.408) 2010 at 180 Vicars Hall Lane, 5 Stirrup Brook Grove and land between 2 and 5 Stirrup Brook Grove.


	BACKGROUND DOCUMENTS (Available for public inspection)    

1. Photographs of the trees and plan of the site.
2. Copy of TPO (No.408) 2010.  

	KEY DECISION:
YES  



	DETAILS:




	KEY COUNCIL POLICIES:



	EQUALITY IMPACT ASSESSMENT AND IMPLICATIONS:



	ASSESSMENT OF RISK:



	SOURCE OF FUNDING: 



	LEGAL IMPLICATIONS Supplied by




	FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS Supplied by 



	OTHER DIRECTORATES CONSULTED: N/A



	CONTACT OFFICER: Pamela Harrison 

 TEL. NO.0161 779 4838
 



	WARD(S) TO WHICH REPORT RELATE(S): 




Background and description of site and surroundings:
Vicars Hall Lane and Stirrup Brook Grove are within a predominantly residential area on the edge of the greenbelt. The Tree Preservation Order (TPO) (No.408) 2010 which is subject to this report was made on the 23rd February 2010. It protects three individual trees (T2 to T4) within two residential gardens 180 Vicars Hall Lane and 5 Stirrup Brook Grove and a group of trees (G1) containing nine trees (eight sycamore and one birch) located at 5 Stirrup Brook Grove and on the land between 2 and 5 Stirrup Brook Grove.
Originally TPO (No.387a) 2009 was created on the 3rd March 2009, to provisionally protect four sycamore trees (T1 to T4) and one group G1 containing eight sycamore trees and one birch tree at 180 Vicars Hall Lane, 1 and 5 Stirrup Brook Grove and the land between 2 and 5 Stirrup Brook Grove, Worsley. Since it became apparent that TPO (No.326) 2006 which originally, provisionally protected the trees was never confirmed and had therefore ceased to be effective. 
One objection was received from the landowner in respect of TPO (No.387a) 2009 specifically objecting to the inclusion of one sycamore (T1). Two letters of support were also received from neighbouring residents, who requested sycamore (T1) to be included within the TPO. Consequently the TPO (No.387a) was considered at the Planning and Transportation Regulatory Panel meeting on the 4th June 2009. It was recommended to the panel that the TPO should be confirmed to include the individual sycamore trees (T2, T3 and T4) and all the trees within Group (G1) which all merit protection but exclude (T1). However it was resolved by the members at the panel meeting that the TPO (No.387a) should be confirmed without modifications to include the sycamore tree (T1). 
Since the panel resolution the Arboricultural Consultant has carried out two site visits to monitor the sycamore tree (T1).  Photographs of the sycamore tree (T1) were taken in October 2009 and in July 2009. 
Details:
This TPO (No.408) 2010 was created on the 23rd February 2010 to provisionally protect the significant trees worthy of protection and to exclude sycamore tree (T1). The TPO provisionally protects three sycamore trees (T2 to T4) two of which are located in 180 Vicars Hall Gardens and one is within 5 Stirrup Brook Grove. In addition group G1 containing eight sycamore trees and one birch tree located at 5 Stirrup Brook Grove and located on the land between dwelling houses 2 and 5 Stirrup brook Grove are also protected within the provisional order.
The Arboricultural Consultant has carried out many site visits to evaluate the trees, especially the sycamore tree (T1). The evaluations have been carried out using the Tree Evaluation Methodology for Tree Preservation Orders (TPO) (TEMPO). The TEMPO evaluation is designed to address the considerations of TPO suitability. The TEMPO system considers the relevant factors in the TPO decision-making process. There are three elements to the system: an amenity assessment, an expediency assessment and a decision guide. The sycamore trees (T2 to T4) and all the eight trees within group G1 scored sufficiently to merit the protection of a TPO with the exception of sycamore tree (T1). Tabulated below are the results of the assessment. 
	Amenity assessment
	Expediency
	Decision

	Schedule Ref.
	Condition
	Retention span
	Visibility
	Total Minimum 7 required  
	Other factors
	Expediency (Minimum of 9 required to carry on)
	Total
	Scores need to be more than 11 for TPO

	T1
	3
	1
	2
	6
	-
	-
	-
	Does not merit TPO

	T2
	3
	4
	4
	11
	1
	1
	13
	TPO defendable

	T3
	3
	4
	4
	11
	1
	1
	13
	TPO defendable

	T4
	3
	4
	4
	11
	1
	1
	13
	TPO defendable

	G1
	3
	4
	4
	11
	1
	3
	15
	TPO defendable


As a result of the assessment and the comments received from the Arboricultural Consultant It was obvious that the sycamore tree (T1) did not merit the protection of a TPO. It is evident that this tree has clearly suffered from the growth inhibitor treatment it received prior to the original protection of the tree in 2006. It was noticed during the inspections that all the other sycamores in the vicinity were bursting into leaf.  Where as the buds on sycamore tree (T1) had not even started to swell. Sycamore (T1) has significantly less live buds distributed throughout the crown than the other 
sycamore trees in the vicinity. Additionally it is considered that the retention span of the tree has been significantly compromised due to a severe crown reduction in the past.
Two representations have been received in respect of the provisional TPO, from the neighbouring residents of 1 and 2 Stirrup Brook Grove, Worsley.

The objections only relate to the exclusion of the sycamore tree (T1) located in the front garden of No.1 Stirrup Brook Grove. The issues raised and a response is summarised below:
1. In 2006 the owner of 1 Stirrup Brook Grove applied poison to the sycamore tree (T1), the owner openly admitted that she was trying to kill the tree to allow her to remove it and have greater space to park her car.

The alleged poisoning of the tree was prior to its protection. The effect of the growth inhibitor treatment and a severe crown reduction have had a detrimental impact on the sycamore tree (T1), which is why it has not been included within the current TPO (No.408) 2010 as it is not worthy of protection. 

2. It is alleged that the owner of 1 Stirrup Brook Grove has previously killed one tree between the boundary and 180 Vicars Hall Lane and a second tree to the rear of her property boundary. It is alleged that poison has been applied to the trees too the rear of 1 Stirrup Brook Grove, located on the farmland which have resulted in several trees dying. 

None of these trees were protected by a TPO.

3. TPO (No.326) was never confirmed and only came to light when the occupants of No.7 Stirrup Brook Grove applied to carry out works to the trees.

TPO (No.326) 2006 was never confirmed. TPO (No.387) and (No387a) were created to ensure the trees were adequately protected.

4. Sycamore tree (T1) is a victim and should not be condemned as not aesthetically pleasing enough and allowed to be felled. The sycamore tree should remain protected; this tree is a large and attractive feature in the lane.

The TEMPO results scored for sycamore (T1) were low; the minimum points required for the amenity assessment were not scored, thus not worthy of protection.

5. Although the Arboricultural Consultant will describe the sycamore tree (T1) as being of poor quality the residents disagree. The landscape would be totally different without sycamore (T1) as it is in centre view as you approach down Vicars Hall Lane.

The sycamore tree (T1) is not worthy of a TPO. The clearest view of the tree is when approaching from the east along Vicars Hall Lane and even then the adjacent sycamore tree (T2) is more noticeable and has a larger more visible open crown.

6. The resident is concerned that an assessment of the sycamore tree (T1) has been carried out in the winter and requests that the tree is protected until the summer as the tree did come into leaf last summer despite the poison previously administered by the owner.

Photographs and the assessments of the sycamore tree (T1) were carried out in July 2009 and in October 2009. It is clearly evident from the photograph taken in October 2009 that the sycamore tree (T1) has no leaves compared to the adjacent sycamore tree (T2). The photograph taken in July 2009 show that the tree is in decline, with only a few buds but no leaves.
7. The resident is concerned that the Local Planning Authority is not being pro – active in protecting the environment and many trees have been lost over the years because the LPA have not put a TPO on them.

The LPA are pro active in protecting the trees which are worthy of protection and frequently act upon requests from members of the public to assess trees for protection. The LPA may make a TPO if it appears to them to be expedient in the interests of amenity and if the trees are at risk to make provision for the preservation of trees or woodland in the area. In this instance the sycamore tree (T1) does not merit protection
8. If the tree is removed can the LPA ensure that the owner uses a qualified tree surgeon so it is done correctly.

The LPA cannot ensure that a landowner or occupier employs a qualified tree surgeon to carry out works to their trees.
Conclusion

As a result of the Aboricultural Consultants comments it is recommended that the provisional TPO (No.408) 2010 is confirmed without modification to protect the trees which are worthy of protection to replace TPO (No.387a) 2009
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