
(Item No 4.1) 1 

4.1  Objection to Tree Preservation Order number 05 of 2013 

 Located at 12 Farnaby Drive, Sevenoaks 

ITEM FOR DECISION 

This report sets out details of objections received to this order. 

RECOMMENDATION 

That the Tree Preservation Order No 05 of 2013 be confirmed without amendments. 

The Site and Background 

1 Tree Preservation Order (TPO) No. 05 of 2013 relates to an Oak tree situated at 

12 Farnaby Drive, Sevenoaks. 

2 This tree was protected following planning application (SE/13/01836/HOUSE), 

which would have led to its removal. Situated to the front of the property, it is a 

prominent specimen that can be seen from the main road and neighbouring 

properties. Its removal would have a negative impact on the amenity of the local 

area. TPO 05 was served in order to afford it continued protection.  

3 It should be pointed out that a tree preservation order currently covers this site, 

TPO 09 of 1969 an old area order. An application to carry out various tree works 

was submitted by Down to Earth Trees Ltd (SE/12/02546/WTPO) on behalf of the 

owners. These works included the removal of this Oak tree. Partial consent was 

granted but consent to remove the Oak was denied. The owners subsequently 

appealed against the decision to refuse consent to remove the Oak. The appeal 

was dismissed. The appeal decision is included as an appendix. Upon receiving 

the report from Quaife Woodlands to support the planning application, it was 

discovered that the Oak was not protected by the original TPO. Quaife had aged 

the tree by taking a Pressler Borer sample from the stem of the Oak, which aged 

the Oak at approximately 35 years old and so not protected by the original Order. 

A new Order was therefore served to protect the Oak tree, as it could be removed 

by the owner irrespective of the outcome of the submitted planning application. 

Representations 

4 An objection to the TPO has been received from Mr and Ms Robinson, the owners 

of the property together with their Arboricultural Consultant, Quaife Woodlands. 

Quaife Woodlands offer many grounds of objection which I will attempt to 

summarise. Their main objection appears to be that the serving of the order was 

to prevent and frustrate the planning application. They also object on the grounds 

that the Oak tree was not fully assessed according to the guidance, in a 

structured and consistent way before the order was served. Quaife also objects on 

the grounds that the report submitted together with the application was not fully 

evaluated. They believe that the protection of the Oak tree is unsustainable, in 

that it is unsuitable for its location due to its potential to attain a considerable 

size. They also object on the grounds that the Oak is not worthy of protection due 

to the presence of neighbouring trees and shrubs.  

5 Another objection has been received from Mr M Kibblewhite of 15 Farnaby Drive, 

a neighbouring property.  Mr Kibblewhite objects to the serving of the order on the 
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grounds that the serving of this order will allow the Oak to become too large and 

so damage his drive and falling debris would damage vehicles parked beneath it. 

The Oak would also block sunlight to his property. 

6 A further objection has been received from Ms E Hayward of 14 Farnaby Drive, a 

neighbouring property. Ms Hayward objects to the serving of the order on the 

grounds that the serving of this order will allow the Oak to become too large and 

so dominate her house and cast shade. 

7 In response to the objections, this tree has been inspected on a number of 

occasions as a result of previous applications, including an application to remove 

it.  Each site visit has resulted in a full assessment of its condition and context 

within the immediate landscape.  With regards to the subject of the report 

submitted by Quaife Woodlands, this report was indeed read as it brought to our 

attention the fact that the Oak was younger than the original TPO and so at that 

time unprotected.  With regards to the sustainability of the Oak tree, this tree is 

not yet of a size to cast shade etc. on the neighbouring properties.  It is situated 

approximately 14.0m from the neighbouring properties and so unlikely to cause 

problems in the immediate future.  Any problems with shade, overhanging 

branches etc. could be overcome by carrying out a pruning operation.  With 

regards to the presence of neighbouring vegetation, this is not in doubt.  Those 

trees that surround the Oak listed within the survey carried out by Quaife 

Woodlands are generally of low amenity value (Quaife categorises the majority as 

grade C).  The majority are mature and so one would assume they have a limited 

life expectancy.  The Oak on the other hand is a young tree and has the potential 

to become of high amenity value.  The inspector, who carried out the site visit 

following the appeal against refusal to fell by SDC, considered that the Oak adds 

to the landscape quality and visual amenity of the area. He felt that the removal 

of this tree would have a negative effect on the local landscape amenity. In his 

report Quaife agrees with the inspector’s description of the Oak tree.   

8 With regards to the objections raised by the owners of the neighbouring 

properties, this tree is not yet of an age to cast excessive shade or dominate the 

front of the properties. Should this occur at a future date, this could be overcome 

by carrying out pruning operations. With regards to the roots of this tree damaging 

driveways, as the Oak is situated on a higher level, it is unlikely this should occur. 

Existing mature trees are situated within the same vicinity as the Oak and we are 

unaware that they have caused similar problems. 

Conclusion 

9 Given the aforementioned information. It is suggested that the details as provided 

within the objections to this TPO are not strong enough reasoning to leave this 

prominent tree without any formal protection.  It is my recommendation therefore 

that TPO 05 of 2013 be confirmed without amendments.  Please find attached 

TPO/05/2013 (Appendix 1) and Appeal Decision Report (Appendix 2). 

Contact Officer(s): Mr L Jones  Arboricultural & Landscape Officer 

Extension 7289 

Richard Morris 

Chief Planning Officer  
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APPENDIX 1 
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APPENDIX 2 
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