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Report to Area Plans Sub-Committee 
South  
 
Date of meeting: 27 November 2013 
 
 
Subject: FELLING OF PRESERVED BIRCH (TPO/EPF/60/10). 
 At: Buckhurst Hill Baptist Church, Palmerston Rd.  
Officer contact for further information:  Chris Neilan        (01992 564546) 
Democratic Services:             Adrian Hendry        (01992 564246) 
 
Recommendation(s): 
 

1. To note the request from the church that agreement be given to the felling of 
T2, Birch, subject of TPO/EPF/60/10 
 

2. To consider the following options: 
 

a. To require a resubmission of details under the tree protection and 
landscape conditions applying to EPF/1511/10, covering its felling and 
replacement, for approval under delegated powers; 

b. Additionally to require a TPO felling application in respect of T2, Birch, 
for approval by the area planning subcommittee. 

 
Background 
 
1. Tree Preservation Order TPO/EPF/60/10 protects 2 hollies, an oak and a birch on the 

northern boundary of the church.  It was confirmed by this committee, on 26 October 
2010, following consideration of an objection from the church.   
 

2. The birch is an attractive tree, some 10m in height, in good health and with a life 
expectancy estimated at 20- 40 years.   
 

3. A revised planning application for alterations and extensions to the church building 
(EPF/1511/10), showing retention of the 4 trees, was approved under delegated 
powers, subject to conditions including tree protection and landscaping.   
 

4. An application to discharge tree protection and landscape conditions (EPF/1373/13) 
was submitted for approval, in July 2013, but not agreed.     
 

5. Work has nevertheless commenced; excavations have now revealed that the building 
as agreed is incompatible with safe retention of the birch.   
 

6. The architect for the church has requested that the LPA agree that the birch may be 
felled, subject to a comprehensive landscape scheme for the frontage.  All site works 
have now ceased until a way forward has been properly agreed.  Discussions have 
taken place as acceptable details in respect of both conditions, including semi mature 
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trees to compensate for the birch, and it is expected that an acceptable submission 
could be made and approved quickly.  
 

7. The submission from the architect is included as Appendix 1.  The final paragraph 
sets out the financial issues arising from any additional delay, and in particular that a 
requirement to make a specific TPO felling application would be likely to lead to the 
abandonment of the project, with ensuing costs for the church.   
 

 
Discussion 
8. The agents for the church have demonstrated a genuine desire to retain the birch, 

and explored the engineering possibilities available to attempt to enable this. 
9. It is now clear that the approved extension and the tree are not compatible.   
10. The birch’s value is not so great that any objection to its loss would have been raised 

by the specialist officer, had its removal been demonstrated to be necessary to 
enable the approved scheme.   

11. The changes necessary to the design of the new entrance and its disabled access to 
allow retention of the birch would be such that a revised full planning application 
would be required.   

12. To require a TPO felling application, in addition to the resubmission of tree retention 
and protection details, would cause a significant additional delay and so result in 
heavy costs for the church.   

13. It is stated that either of these situations would effectively end the project.   
Conclusion 
14. That in all the circumstances it would be appropriate to agree that the agents for the 

church are required to submit revised landscape and tree retention/ protection details, 
without any requirement to make a separate TPO application in respect of the removal 
of the birch.   
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  Appendix 1 
 
Buckhurst Hill Baptist Church - Notes relating to TP0 2; Silver Birch Tree 
TPO2 Silver Birch was shown retained on the planning drawings and the technical 
drawings in the hopes of being able to keep it.  The tree, together with others in a 
narrow soft planting strip, softens the new and existing building frontage along 
Palmerston Road and adds to the street scene.   The idea of removing the tree was 
discussed at length with the tree officer prior to planning consent being granted but 
the officer’s view was expressed that we should try to retain it if at all possible. 
Although it is not an ideal tree for its setting, it has moderate water take-up, 
minimising the effect on the foundations of the building and other structures in the 
vicinity, produces a relatively small amount of leaf litter and has a high, light canopy 
allowing natural light to fall on the ground below.  The disadvantage is the high 
pollen drop which is a problem for children suffering from hay fever and Asthma and 
the ease at which it self seeds. 
The tree is leaning toward the road by approximately 4 deg. and has been slowly 
increasing over the past 3 years.  This tree, along with the others is in the narrow 
planted strip about 1.1m wide along Palmerston Road.  It is approximately 300mm 
above the footpath level and increases as the road falls to the east.  This strip has no 
retaining structure apart from a timber fence. 
The roots were exposed by hand digging and shown to be very close to the tarmac 
surface and along the line of both ground beams from the corner of the proposed 
building to the east and south.  There may be other roots much deeper down but 
we were reluctant to explore these further in case the stability of the tree was 
compromised. 
Please see attached foundation drawing with root positions marked in red 
The proposed foundation design was a system of piles and ground beams which 
ensure that tree roots are free to continue to grow without being restricted or 
causing structural damage.  Because the roots are so close to the surface the 
ground beams which are 600mm wide and 450mm deep would be below.  The 
problem occurs because they are on the same line as the ground beams. 
When the tree roots conflict became apparent the structural engineer explored 
several alternative foundation designs the only possible solution of which is 
attached, although it has significant other construction problems associated with it.  
This idea lifts the ground beam up as high as possible (above the buildings internal 
finished floor level) allowing the roots to remain intact below.  Because this type of 
foundation does not bear on the ground the roots are free to develop naturally.  This 
does give rise to a number of knock on problems; the exposed section of foundation 
encroaches on the ramp reducing its width to below Building Regulations minimum 
and below an acceptable standard.  This ramp is also designed for mothers with 
buggies who will use it every day to get into the building.  Another significant 
problem is the inability to weather seal the joint between the foundations and the 
wall of the building and preventing a cold bridge through the concrete to the inside.   
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One 100mm root also runs along the line of the proposed wheelchair ramp leading 
up from the footpath of Palmerston Road to the proposed entrance.  The level of 
the ramp rises from west to east and would require this root to be cut because the 
starting point is at street level below the root.  Alternative positions for the ramp were 
considered but a ramp rising in the opposite direction, from east to west would have 
to be considerably longer to comply with the Building Regulations (about 3 times 
longer) because of the gradient of Palmerston Road. 
For the reasons outlined above we are asking you to allow it to be removed.  We 
realise that this is disappointing and goes against the earlier pre planning 
consultations with your officer but we trust by providing semi-mature trees to replace 
the lost silver birch it will be acceptable. 
The consequences of deferring the decision to remove the tree would be a delay to 
the contract which would cost in the order of £3500 per four weeks, which the 
church could not sustain as they would not have funds to complete the project in 
spite of the contingency sum allocated to unknown site issues.  This figure was 
provided by the church’s Quantity Surveyor.  This figure would be owed to 
contractor to compensate for “Loss & Expense” due to delays and disruption caused 
by not allowing them to proceed with the works.  The decision to refuse removal of 
the tree would probably result in the project being abandoned.  In addition to the 
above costs the church would have to pay the contractor for other losses due to the 
materials and items purchased and stored off site i.e. the steel frame and the 
laminated timber frames.   
 

Christopher Mathews 
For & On Behalf of   
Mathews Serjeant Architects 
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