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18th April 2019

TREE PRESERVATION ORDER NO: 3 2018 – 10 INDIVIDUAL TREES 
AND 5 GROUPS OF TREES – FRED MEAD, SOUTHFLEET, KENT DA13 
9PQ

WARD:  Longfield, New Barn and Southfleet

1.  Summary

To seek authority to confirm a Tree Preservation Order without 
modifications.

2.  RECOMMENDATION

2.1 That for the reason detailed in the report, Tree Preservation Order 
No. 3 2018, Fred Mead, Southfleet, Kent DA13 9PQ be confirmed 
without modification.

3.  Background and discussion

3.1 Planning permission was granted (04/00040/FUL) for a small 
development of eight properties on land, part of Hook Place Farm, to 
the south of Hook Green Road, Southfleet.  The development is 
known as ‘Fred Mead’.  The trees in question are located within and 
around this new development as well as land to the south of this 
development within Hook Place Farm and within the grounds of Hook 
Place Farmhouse – a Grade II listed building.  The majority of the 
trees lie within the Hook Green Conservation Area but the southern-
most trees lie outside of the Conservation Area. 

3.2 Southfleet Parish Council has requested that the trees in this area be 
considered for protection under a Tree Preservation Order.  

3.3 A provisional tree preservation order (TPO) was originally made 
under TPO No. 2 2018 and covered six individual trees and five 
groups of trees.

3.4 One resident requested that the boundary of group 3 was slightly 
amended so that it did not cover their house and garden, they also 
said they thought T4 was a different species to that described in the 
order.  After discussing with them their concerns they accepted that 
the garden should remain within the group as some of the trees were 
located here but the extent of group 5 should be amended to exclude 
the house.  The Council’s Tree Consultant re-visited the site to 
confirm that the species of T4 is correct.

3.5 A further objection was made on behalf of Hook Place Farm setting 
out three main areas of concern.  1) Deficiencies in the content of the 
notice in accordance with regulation 3; 2) Deficiencies in the service 
of notice in accordance with regulation 5; and 3) raised objection to 
the TPO setting out their reasons for objecting.
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3.6 In respect of their first point they advised under Regulation 3(1)(b) 
that the number of trees within a group need to be specified not just 
the species and in respect of their second point they advised that the 
notice was incorrectly served as insufficient time for making 
objections and representations was given in accordance with Reg. 
5(2)(c).  At least 28 days should be given but only 25 days was shown 
in the notice.

3.7 As a result of these two points and the revised boundary for Group 5 
it was decided that the best way forward would be to withdraw TPO 
No. 2 and make a new provisional TPO – TPO No. 3 2018.  This 
current TPO is the subject of this report. 

3.8 TPO No. 3 2018 was made on 3 December 2018 and included 4 
additional trees, which the Council’s Tree Consultant felt should be 
included as a result of his further visit to clarify the species of T4.

3.9 The individual trees included in the new TPO are as follows:

T1 – Walnut;
T2 – Cedar;
T3 - Variegated Maple;
T4 – Maple;
T5 – Cork Oak;
T6 – Deodar Cedar;
T7 – Box Elder;
T8 – Robinia;
T9- Sycamore; and
T10 – Oak

3.10 Five groups of trees are also include which are made up of a number 
of Lime, Cherry, Box Elder, Yew, Tortuous Willow, Weeping Willow, 
Hornbeam, Maple, Apple, Pine, Birch, Ash, Beech; Sycamore, Pear, 
Hawthorn and Purple Plum trees.  The number of the trees within 
each ground have also been recorded. 

4. Response from consultation

4.1 Consultations were undertaken regarding the TPO and letters were 
delivered to Nos. 1, 2, 3, 4, 6, 7, 8 and 9 Fred Mead as well as Hook 
Place Farm Ltd; and North Kent Farms Ltd.  No. 5 Fred Mead was 
originally not notified of the TPO but none of the trees directly affected 
their property.  However, for the sake of completeness they were 
notified of the TPO on 20 March 2019 and asked that if they had any 
comments or objections to make, that they submit them in writing on 
or before 17 April 2019.  Any such objections received will be reported 
either in the update to the meeting or reported verbally.

4.2 In response to the consultation the agent acting for Hook Place Farm 



DEVELOPMENT CONTROL BOARD
18th April 2019

re-iterated their original objections that none of the trees can be 
considered as category A trees in accordance with BS5837; at best, 
trees are of moderate quality (category B) and as such their amenity 
value is limited to the extent that they do not require specific 
protection; the category B trees are dispersed amongst lower quality 
specimens and so reduce the group value and they would have 
sufficient protection as trees within a Conservation Area; even if some 
individual trees are worthy of protection the inclusion of large 
numbers of low quality specimens suggests that it is not expedient in 
the interests of visual amenity to put a TPO on groups of trees.

4.3 They further comment that the tree/groups of trees are not visible 
from a public place and seen by the general public and as such the 
TPO can only be justified in exceptional circumstances.  They do not 
consider that the trees are worthy on quality grounds of protection.  
Additional trees have been included which require additional 
consideration.

5. Consideration

5.1 It is the Secretary of State’s view that TPOs should be used to protect 
selected trees and woodlands if their removal would have a significant 
impact on the local environment and its enjoyment by the public.  
Local planning authorities should be able to show that a reasonable 
degree of public benefit would accrue before TPOs are made or 
confirmed.  Guidance confirms that the trees should be visible from a 
public place; the benefit may be present or future and the trees should 
have an intrinsic beauty or contribute to the landscape. 

5.2 In this case, there are a number of individual trees and groups of trees 
of considerable size and maturity.  The trees, individually and 
collectively add to the rural nature of the area breaking up the 
harshness of the residential development and enhance the 
appearance of the development.

5.3 The Conservation Area covers the northern part of the site but most 
of the trees within Group 4, all of the trees within Group 3, some trees 
within Group 5 and the southern half of Group 2 all lay outside of the 
Conservation Area and as such would not be afforded any protection 
if this TPO is not confirmed.

5.4 Special regard must be had to the desirability of preserving or 
enhancing the character of or appearance of the Conservation Area.  
Whilst the Conservation Area does provide some protection to the 
trees within it, this only allows the Local Planning Authority 6 weeks 
to consider whether the tree is worthy of a TPO.  This limits 
opportunities to consider the group value of a tree and individual trees 
that might be of a lower quality but would have contributed to a group 
of trees can be lost in this way.  If individual trees are worth of 
protection in their own right, as is the case here, the making of a TPO 
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for them is justified, regardless of their location within a Conservation 
Area.  I would therefore suggest, that in this instance, relying on the 
protection offered to the trees by the Conservation Area is not 
sufficient and it is expedient to make a TPO now to preserve the level 
of tree coverage in the area.  

5.5 It is not true to say that the trees are not visible from public places as 
they are clearly visible from within the Fred Mead development itself.  
Some are visible from Hook Green Road immediately to the north, 
some from Barker Fields - another relatively new residential 
development to the east of Fred Mead and some are visible from 
further west in Hook Green Road across the fields.  The groups of 
trees, G4 and G2 in particular, form a green buffer to the residential 
development at Fred Mead.

5.6 To the south and west of the Feed Mead development is open farm 
land with little or no tree cover.  To the east of Barker Fields there is 
open farm land and to the north past the residential properties is more 
open farm land.  I would therefore suggest that the retention of tree 
cover in this area is of paramount importance to enhance the visual 
appearance of the area, especially given that it is a Conservation 
Area.

5.7 As stated above, in my opinion, virtually all of the trees are visible 
individually or as part of a group providing a backdrop from public 
places and providing a visual amenity benefit to the area.  Whilst 
amenity is not defined in law it is accepted that trees will bring a 
reasonable degree of public benefit now or in the future.

5.8 The Council’s Tree Consultant also visited the area to provide 
arboricultural advice on the appropriateness of placing a TPO on 
these trees, both individually and within groups.  He has assessed 
the trees as falling generally within category B with some category C 
trees.  His overall score for the trees, using the TEMPO (Tree 
Evaluation Method for Preservation Orders) is 15 which falls in the 
category that a ‘TPO is defensible’.

5.9 In respect of the groups it is accepted that some individual trees are 
more worthy of protection than others but as groups they combine to 
make a group of trees that are worthy of protection.  The loss of any 
of the trees would have a negative visual impact on the group and 
therefore the appearance of the area.

5.10 The trees within the Fred Mead development have come under 
pressure for removal or for works to them in recent years as the 
properties have become occupied and issues of tree sap on cars and 
falling debris from the trees have been reported.  Such issues do not 
often justify the removal or works to the trees and a TPO would 
ensure that the protection of these individual trees is absolutely clear 
to residents of this development.  The trees within Hook Place Farm 
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may come under pressure from future development proposals and 
the Council is aware of potential plans in this respect.  This makes 
the need for the confirmation of this TPO even more important.  

6. Conclusions

6.1 A TPO is an appropriate way of ensuring that any works to the 
protected trees are monitored by the Council, to allow for a 
professional and objective opinion on the works requested and to 
ensure that any work undertaken to a tree is acceptable from an 
arboricultural point of view.  This can also ensure that there would be 
no detrimental impact on the long term health of the tree or its visual 
amenity value, taking into account any health and safety issues.  

6.2 Without the protection of the TPO some of the trees could be removed 
at any time but others would still benefit from protection by virtue of 
the Conservation Area.  However, as stated above, before works to 
a tree in a Conservation Area can be undertaken there is a 
requirement to make an application to give the Local Planning 
Authority the opportunity to consider whether the tree(s) are worthy 
of protection.  By making a TPO now on all the above-mentioned 
trees it removes any uncertainty and I am therefore of the opinion that 
the TPO should be confirmed for the wider public benefit. 

6.3 In view of the above report I recommend that the TPO is confirmed 
without modification.

7. Relationship to the Corporate Plan

7.1 Not applicable. 

8. Financial, legal, staffing and other administrative implications and risk 
assessments

Financial Implications None
Legal Implications None
Staffing Implications None
Administrative Implications None
Risk Assessment No uncertainties and/or 

constraints

9. Appendices

9.1 Appendix 1 – TPO Plan.
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