
 

GLOUCESTER CITY COUNCIL 
 
COMMITTEE : PLANNING 
 
DATE : 13th JANUARY 2015 
 
ADDRESS/LOCATION : 29 TEWKESBURY ROAD 
 
APPLICATION NO. & WARD : 14/01321/TPO    
 
APPLICANT : MRS ANN LEESE 
 
PROPOSAL : APPLICATION TO FELL A PROTECTED 

BEECH TREE 
 
REPORT BY : JUSTIN HOBBS. 
 
NO. OF APPENDICES/ : 1.  Site location plan. 
  2. TPO 223. 

  3.  Application to fell tree and supporting 
documentation. 

  4. Letter in support of the application. 
  5.  Written representation objecting to the 

application. 
  6. Written representation objecting to the 

application. 
  7. Written representation objecting to the 

application. 
  8. Written representation objecting to the 

application. 
  9. Petition objecting to the application. 

 
 
1.0 SITE DESCRIPTION AND PROPOSAL 
 
1.1 A site location plan is attached as appendix 1. 
 
1.2 The tree subject to this application is protected by Tree Preservation Order 

(TPO) no 223 (29, Tewkesbury Road). The tree is listed as T2 on the 
schedule of the TPO. Refer to appendix 2 for a copy of the TPO.   

 
1.3 The application to fell the beech tree was received 11 November 2014. The 

applicant’s reasons for the application to fell the tree are set out in supporting 
documentation and members are urged to read the full extent of this in 
appendix 3. A summary of the reasoning is set out in the opening section of 
the supporting documents as: 

 
“Nine months of the year we have the following problems which are the direct 
result of the beech tree 
- Pigeon droppings from end March to end October. 



 

- Leaf pods during late April early May. 
- Beech flowers during May which stick to windows, doors & vehicles. 
- An abundance of beech nuts during September and October 
- Complaints from the public in respect of the nuts on the public path/cycle 

path 
- Leaf fall from October to December 
- For some unknown reason, this year during the months of September and 

October the tree also became a haven for Jackdaws and Magpies with 
flocks of 20 to 30 roosting in the tree from early evening. 

In addition to the consistent issues above, we also have the damage to our 
retaining boundary wall, which has been caused by the roots of the beech 
tree” 

 
2.0 RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY 
 
2.1 File records show that the applicant originally believed the tree was protected 

by a TPO in 1998 having contacted the City Council wishing to prune the tree. 
File records show the City Council confirmed to the applicant that the tree was 
not protected at that time. A TPO was not made in 1998 on this tree (and two 
mature lime trees in the same garden) as the applicant wished to only prune 
the trees, not remove them. File records also show the applicant stated that 
there was a protective covenant preventing tree removal. The City council has 
no information regarding such a covenant 

 
2.2 In 2005, following extensive root damage by the applicant to a mature lime 

tree in the garden, resulting in its removal, the City Council served  a TPO to 
protect the remaining lime and beech trees. TPO 223 was made 23 February 
2005 and confirmed 14 July 2005. 

 
 
3.0 LEGAL IMPLICATIONS 
 
 
3.1 The Tree Preservation Order makes provision for applications to be made for 

consent to carry out work to or fell any of the trees protected by the Order. 
 
3.2 If the Council decides to grant consent it may, where it considers appropriate, 

impose conditions. 
 
3.3 If the Council decides to refuse consent it must give clear reason why it has 

done so. 
 
3.4 The applicant has a right of appeal against any refusal of consent or 

imposition of conditions. 
 
3.5 In considering applications the LPA are advised: 
 

(1) To assess the amenity value of the tree or woodland and the likely impact 
of the proposal on the amenity of the area, and 



 

(2) In light of their assessment at (1) above, to consider whether or not the 
proposal is justified, having regard to the reasons put forward in support of 
it. 

 
4.0 PUBLICITY AND REPRESENTATIONS 
 
4.1 All adjoining properties and properties directly opposite the tree were notified 

of the application. 
 
4.2 The City Council has received one written response in support of the 

application to fell, and four written responses objecting. In addition a petition 
signed by 40 signatories has been received objecting to the application. 

  
4.3 A letter in support of the application states “The flowers from the tree do stick 

to windows, doors and vehicles. The nuts fall over my driveway and make it 
very difficult for walking over – I am 81 years of age…I am also aware that 
members of the public do complain about the beech nuts…During the months 
from September to December there is a constant round of cleaning up 
leaves”. Refer to appendix 4 for a full copy of the letter. 

 
4.4 Four written responses objecting to the application to fell the tree have been 

received. Refer to appendices 5 – 8 for full copies.  Refer to Appendix 9 for a 
copy of the petition. A summary of the comments includes “The tree is of 
outstanding beauty admired by everyone we know and it is a large focal point 
of the area. It is just one of its kind in the locality. We have never heard 
anyone objecting to its presence,the leaves or beech nuts falling on the 
path/cycle path.  This tree has stood in all it's beauty for somewhere in the 
region of 100 years.”…..” I was very surprised and dismayed to learn you had 
received a request for its removal and would like to give my strong objections 
to this proposal. As you are no doubt aware, this beautiful tree has been in 
place for many years and has been the source of much pleasure to many 
people in the vicinity as well as to passers by.”…” The tree is a fine tree, and 
we would miss it on our sky line. The tree was there many years before the 
house, and the owners must have known about it before they bought. We 
have leaves blow over onto our drive, but have no problem sweeping them up. 
We have no issues with any flowers or leaf pods”……” I would be appalled if 
the Beech Tree was removed when there is clearly nothing wrong with it. 
Native or naturalised trees are homes to many different species and in urban 
settings surely are even more important especially with ever-decreasing open-
spaces”. 

 
 
5.0 OFFICER OPINION 
 

 
5.1 The beech tree is in a healthy physiological condition and is of good form and 

structure.  
 

5.2 Being located on a busy main road into Gloucester the tree clearly provides 
significant public amenity value; it could even be described as a local 



 

landmark tree. Its loss would be detrimental to the local environment and 
character of the area. 
 

5.3 The results of public consultation appear to overwhelmingly support the 
retention of the tree.  

 
5.4 Leaf fall, seed (nuts), and flowering are perhaps seasonal inconveniences to 

the applicant but it is your officers opinion that this does not outweigh the 
public amenity value of the tree, and that removing the tree on these grounds 
is a disproportionate response.  
 

5.5 The applicants are unhappy about the presence of birds roosting in the tree 
and their resulting droppings on a patio area below. Again it is your officers’ 
opinion that removing the tree on these grounds is a disproportionate 
response to the public amenity value the tree provides to the area.  
 

5.6 The City Council has received no complaints about beech nuts lying on the 
footpath / cycle path. 
 
5.7 The retaining wall is slightly bowed and there is cracking close to the base 

of the tree. However, no structural engineering survey or similar has been 
undertaken to determine the full extent of any damage or the role of the 
tree in any damage. If the tree is implicated in damage, it is likely a 
solution could be reached, whereby both the wall is repaired and 
strengthened, and the tree retained. Your officer has been involved in two 
other similar situations where works involved wall repair and tree retention 
in the City. Simply removing the tree could possibly make the situation 
worse and result in the wall collapsing. Removing the tree will not lead to 
the wall “righting itself”; if the wall needs repair it will need repairing 
whether the tree is removed or not. The view of the City Council’s 
Conservation Project Officer is that “boundary wall, because of its age, is 
an undesignated heritage asset of local interest which the City Council 
would like to see retained.  Agree that it should be possible to retain both 
the tree and the wall”.   

 
5.8  Given the above I recommend the application is refused. 
 
 
6.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 
6.1 That application 14/01321/TPO to fell the protected tree is refused for the 

following reason: 
 

The tree is of considerable public amenity value by virtue of its size, form, 
good health and location adjacent to a busy main road. The reasons put 
forward for removal are either unsubstantiated, do not outweigh the public 
amenity value of this tree, or have alternative solutions that do not require the 
removal of the tree.  

 
 



 

 
 
 
Decision:   ....................................................................................................................  
 
Notes:   .........................................................................................................................  
 
 .....................................................................................................................................  
 
 .....................................................................................................................................  
 
 
 
 
 
Person to contact:  Justin Hobbs 
   (Tel: 396897) 
 



 

14/01321/TPO, 29 Tewkesbury Road 

Appendix 1 – Site Location Plan 

 

 

 

 

 









































































Dear Sir, 
 
We would like to object to the felling of the Beech tree at 29, Tewkesbury Road for the following 
reasons. 
 
The tree is of outstanding beauty admired by everyone we know and it is a large focal point of the 
area.  
It is just one of it's kind in the locality.  
We have never heard anyone objecting to it's presence, the leaves or beech nuts falling on the 
path/cycle path.   
This tree has stood in all it's beauty for somewhere in the region of 100 years. That's longer than our 
neighbour or their bungalow have been around.  Everyone who lived there before accepted the 
inconvenience that having trees in your garden brings, why should they be any different?  
 
We do question that the neighbours' boundary wall is being damaged by the roots of the tree. 
   
It's a fact that birds nest in trees but to say there are flocks of 20 to 30 roosting in the tree is a total 
exaggeration,  Today, on checking, there were two pigeons and six Jackdaws who visited the tree. 
 
To say that that there were complaints from the public about Beech nuts on the path/cycle path, we 
find difficult to understand as the entrance to the neighbours' property is via a little lane in Westfield 
Terrace.  When we have a new postman on our round they are always knocking on our door to find 
out where number 29 is because the entrance is concealed. Consequently, if members of the public 
were to complain, they would be more likely to knock on our door as our gate is in Tewkesbury Road 
but we have NEVER had anyone seeking the entrance of number 29.  Could you please let us know 
how many members of the public have complained to the council about this matter and where is the 
evidence of this?.  
Our neighbours also complain that Beech flowers stick to their car. In fact, their car is parked at the 
other end of their property, well away from the tree, on the other side of their bungalow. 
 
This neighbour has already cut down a similar protected tree, without permission, to take down this 
tree also would be a travesty of justice.   
There are other properties locally that have trees in their gardens that add beauty to our area, 
would the residents also be allowed to fell their trees?   
Gardens without trees would surely be detrimental to the environment. 
 
For us, this tree brings beauty all year round, majestic in it's stature, stunning in it's fullness. 
We know, from talking to other neighbours in the past, how much it brings to them, particularly our 
elderly neighbour who enjoys nothing more than to see this tree through her window with 
admiration and affection. 
 
Could we please request that we are kept updated on this matter and if there is a public enquiry that 
we are informed of it's time/date. 
 
With many thanks, 
 
John and Sue Geis.      
  
 



Dear Mr Hobbs 
 
Reference :  14/01321/TPO, Beech Tree 29 Tewkesbury Road, Gloucester GL2 9AY 
 
Thank you for your letter dated 21st November 2014 regarding the above 'protected' tree. 
I was very surprised and dismayed to learn you had received a request for its removal and 
would like to give my strong objections to this proposal. 
 
As you are no doubt aware, this beautiful tree has been in place for many years and has been 
the source of much pleasure to many people in the vicinity as well as to passers by. 
 
Personally, I have no reason to complain about what is, after all, the outcome of Nature's 
natural cycle for most deciduous trees  ie) nuts, flowers etc, and the subsequent necessity of 
having to clear these is surely a small price to pay for the pleasure given by the sight of such a 
magnificent specimen. 
 
I would also like point out that similar complaints could be made regarding the whole length of 
pavement in this area where many trees overhang the pavement. 
 
Trusting that you will decide to retain the 'protected' status of this beautiful natural feature. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
 
Patricia Trevett.   
 
(27 Tewkesbury Rd)  
 



Dear Mr Hobbs 
 
Thank you for your letter of the 21 November regarding the above. We are James Cook and 
Jane Davies of 20 Tewkesbury Rd GL2 9DT. 
 
We would like to make the following comments  
 
The tree is a fine tree, and we would miss it on our sky line. The tree was there many years 
before the house, and the owners must have known about it before they bought. We have 
leaves blow over onto our drive, but have no problem sweeping them up. We have no issues 
with any flowers or leaf pods. 
 
We have no objection to it being properly pollarded by a tree surgeon, as it is large, and does 
need to be kept under control.  
 
James Cook and Jane Davies 
20 Tewkesbury Rd 
Gloucester  
GL2 9DT 
Sent from my iPad 
 



Ref: 14/01321/TPO 

Hi Justin 

I would be appalled if the Beech Tree was removed when there is clearly nothing wrong with it. 
Reasons 1-7 are just petty complaints and if they felled the tree for these reasons alone then 
every tree could fall under this argument which is ridiculous. There is a minor point about the 
wall but you can't tell me they weren't aware of the proximity of the tree to the wall and could 
have done something earlier to reinforce the wall; not the tree's fault. Native or naturalised trees 
are homes to many different species and in urban settings surely are even more important 
especially with ever-decreasing open-spaces. It has been shown that the natural environment is 
good for our well-being, tree's being a major part of this. And of course the general aesthetic 
appeal of a large flourishing tree. 
Many of the falling leaves from this tree get blown up my drive and I have no problem clearing 
them up for recycling. 
 
Beech mast is a good source of food for several small mammals and birds; because of their 
longevity they can support a number of fungi, lichens and mosses also dead-wood specialist 
insects. Leaves support many moth species caterpillars. 
 
If they wanted to keep the tree in check then pollarding is one compromise which ensures the 
further longevity of the tree and can then be re-pollarded periodically. 

Regards 

Colin Edmonds 
 

 












	1401321TPO REPORT
	Appendix 1
	appendix 2
	Appendix 3
	Appendix 4
	Appendix 5
	Appendix 6
	Appendix 7
	Appendix 8
	Appendix 9



