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TREE PRESERVATION ORDER No: 1 2020 – ALL OAK AND CEDAR 
TREES AT LAND TO REAR OF WOODLANDS PARK AND NORFIELD 
ROAD, JOYDENS WOOD, BEXLEY DA5 2EL 
 

WARD:  Joydens Wood 
 
1.  Summary 
 
To seek authority to confirm a Tree Preservation Order with modifications. 
 
2.  RECOMMENDATION 
 
2.1 That for the reason detailed in the report, Tree Preservation Order 

No. 1 2020, Woodlands Park/Norfield Road, Joydens Wood, Bexley, 
DA5 2EL, be confirmed with modification, to include only oaks and 
cedar trees within the identified area. 

 
3.   Background and discussion 
 
3.1 The trees in question are located within the rear gardens of the 

properties 51-87 Woodlands Park, 63-97 Norfield Road and 142-152 
Summerhouse Drive.   The area covered by the TPO also stretches 
into a small part of Joydens Wood as branches from these trees 
overhang residential properties.  

 
3.2 Last year, a local Ward Member and a member of the public 

requested that consideration be given to the protection of the trees, 
in particular the oak trees, within the rear gardens of the properties in 
Woodlands Park and Norfield Road. Works had been carried out to 
some oak trees within the rear gardens of these properties in recent 
years and there is concern about increased pressures on these trees 
as they grow and occupy more of the garden space and as new 
owners move into the properties.     

 
3.3 In response to these requests, Planning Officers and the Council’s 

Tree Consultant have visited the site, noting the visual presence of 
the trees from the road.  Recent and historic aerial photographs have 
also been considered. Photographs of the trees have been taken from 
the public highway.  

 
3.4 A provisional tree preservation Area order (TPO) was made under 

TPO 1 2020 on 10th February 2020 covering all trees within the area 
identified.  Following concern that this was too extensive, it is now 
proposed to modify the order to include only oaks and cedar trees as 
it is considered that these trees have the most contribution to the 
visual amenities of the area.  

 
4. Response from consultation 
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4.1 Consultations were undertaken regarding the TPO and letters were 
delivered to all owners of those properties noted above and covered 
by the Area TPO.   The letters required all comment to be submitted 
to the Council by 13th March 2020.  

 
4.2 In response to the consultation six letters were received, one of which 

supports the TPO with the remaining five in opposition.  A summary 
of the comments is set out below. 

 
4.3 A number of the objectors consider that the Council should have 

consulted local residents prior to issuing the provisional TPO.  They 
also question why their road in particular has been singled out and 
why we consider it necessary to capture such a large area.  They are 
concerned that the trees already block light from their garden, 
reducing their enjoyment of their gardens and stopping other plants 
and flowers from growing.  There is also concern that the trees drop 
a lot of debris in the rear gardens and a fear that branches might fall 
and injure someone.  They ask whether the Council will pay for the 
maintenance of the trees and any damage to their gardens.  One 
resident considers that if the trees are protected, it will mean that 
individuals are less likely to practice good tree maintenance because 
they will have to apply to the Council first. There is concern that the 
TPO will result in a reduction in the value of their properties.  They 
ask for clarification on which trees are covered by the TPO and are 
concerned that the trees currently affect their TV and phone signal.   

 
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 oaks and at least one cedar tree of 
considerable size and maturity that are not only visible from the 
residential properties themselves but also from the public highway.  
The trees, collectively add to the character and appearance of the 
area and complement the large wooded area of Joydens Wood to the 
west of the area covered by TPO.  I also understand that the oaks 
within the rear gardens of properties may well have existed prior to 
the houses being developed. Indeed, historic aerial photographs of 
the site confirm that the area now occupied by houses once formed 
part of Joydens Wood.  Aerial photos from the 1960s show what look 
like some of the woodland trees remaining within the rear gardens of 
the properties in question.  The trees covered by the TPO are 
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therefore likely to have some historic significance and point towards 
the previous state of the land when it was once occupied by 
woodland.  This historic connection holds significance in how the area 
is perceived and is a fundamental aspect of its character.  The 
protection of the trees is therefore significant in preserving this 
character and forms a critical part of the consideration of the amenity 
value of the trees.   

 
5.3 The Council’s Tree Consultant visited the area to provide 

arboricultural advice on the appropriateness of placing a TPO on 
these trees.  He notes that the line of mainly oaks and at least one 
cedar ‘makes a good visual backing for the street….’.   
 

5.4 As noted above, there is concern that the trees in this area, 
particularly the larger trees which are most commonly the oaks, are 
under increasing pressure to be significantly cut back or removed.  
There is general concern by local residents that the trees occupy too 
much of the rear gardens of the properties causing shade and debris 
to drop.   Without protection, it is my view that a number of the larger 
trees could be removed or severely cut back which could damage the 
health of the trees.  It is the larger trees that contribute the most to 
the visual amenities of the area. If these trees were to be removed or 
severely cut back, it is my view that this would be detrimental to the 
character and appearance of the area. 
 

5.5 Officers were not able to inspect the trees at close range due to the 
Covid 19 restrictions but consider that sufficient information has been 
gathered from recent aerial photos and from views gained from the 
public highway to enable a thorough enough assessment of the 
amenity value of the trees.  An Area TPO as proposed will offer the 
immediate protection needed with a view to undertaking a review of 
the TPO involving visits to asses individual trees at close range, at a 
time when the risk of Covid 19 has sufficiently reduced.  
 

5.6 In response to the concerns of local residents, I note that it is not 
normal practice to inform land owners of an impending TPO as until 
the TPO is issued, land owners are well within their rights to remove 
or carry out works to the trees without any recourse. The TPO 
process allows residents an opportunity, post-provisional TPO, to 
comment on the proposal and allows the Council to modify the Order 
in response.  In this case, I am recommending that the TPO is 
modified to only refer to oaks and cedars as to include all trees of any 
species is consider to be unnecessary.  It is the oaks and cedars that 
offer most amenity value.  
 

5.7 Residents question why their road has been ‘singled-out’ when there 
are a number of other roads in Joydens Wood with large trees in rear 
gardens.  The simple answer to this is that we were specifically asked 
to look at the trees in the area to the rear of Woodlands Park and 
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Norfield Road following concerns raised about works being carried 
out to trees in the area and have responded to this.   The 
government’s Planning Practice Guidance advises that “Although 
some trees or woodlands may merit protection on amenity grounds it 
may not be expedient to make them the subject of an Order. For 
example, it is unlikely to be necessary to make an Order in respect of 
trees which are under good arboricultural or silvicultural 
management.” The PPG advises that “It may be expedient to make 
an Order if the authority believes there is a risk of trees being felled, 
pruned or damaged in ways which would have a significant impact on 
the amenity of the area. But it is not necessary for there to be 
immediate risk for there to be a need to protect trees. In some cases 
the authority may believe that certain trees are at risk as a result of 
development pressures and may consider, where this is in the 
interests of amenity, that it is expedient to make an Order.” 
 

5.8 Residents are concerned that the trees already block light from their 
garden, reducing their enjoyment of their gardens and stopping other 
plants and flowers from growing.  This is an unavoidable 
consequence of having large trees in or adjacent to rear gardens.  
This should not however, prevent good tree specimens from being 
protected.  I consider that in this case, the amenity value of the trees 
and the value they add to the character and appearance of the area 
outweighs the individual concerns of the residents who have 
objected.   There is also concern that the trees drop a lot of debris in 
the rear gardens and a fear that branches might fall and injure 
someone.  Although clearing up leaves and other tree debris from 
gardens can be a nuisance to some individuals, I do not consider that 
this should prevent the protection of trees which offer a high amenity 
value.  The potential danger from branches falling can be prevented 
with good tree maintenance which individuals should undertake in 
any case and regardless of whether the trees is protected or not.  I 
should also note that the removal of dead branches, wood and trees 
is exempt from the TPO regulations and can be removed at any time 
without the need to apply to the Council.    
 

5.9 Residents ask whether the Council will pay for the maintenance of the 
trees and any damage to their gardens.  The protection of trees that 
are deemed worthy is a power given the local Councils in recognition 
of, among other things, the general duty to protect and enhance our 
natural and built environment. It does not then deem that the Council 
are liable to pay for the maintenance of the trees which individual land 
owners should be undertaking in any case. Damage from falling 
branches etc. should be avoidable with good tree maintenance and 
the Council is not responsible for that.  It is not necessarily the case 
that the individuals will be put off good tree care if they have to apply 
to the Council to carry out certain tree works.  The process of applying 
to the Council is simple with no fee payable to the Council.  TPO 
applications are usually processed within 6-8 weeks.  There is no 
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reason why this process will prevent good tree maintenance and as 
noted above, removal of dead branches and wood does not require 
our consent.  
 

5.10 There is concern that the TPO will result in a reduction in the value of 
their properties.  This is not a material consideration but the TPO will 
be of benefit to the appearance of the area in general, thereby making 
the road and property more visually attractive and perhaps in this 
way, more appealing to potential buyers. In any case, I do not 
consider that this concern outweighs the detriment to visual amenities 
that might otherwise be caused if the oaks and cedars were to be 
removed.    
 

5.11 Residents ask for clarification on which trees are covered by the TPO.  
This will be clear in the modified TPO that it only relates to oaks and 
cedars.   Whilst I sympathise with the individual who has problems 
with their TV and phone signal, this may not be wholly attributed to 
the presence of trees.  In any case, I do not consider that this concern 
outweighs the detriment to visual amenities that might otherwise be 
caused if the oaks and cedars were to be removed.    
 

 
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 the trees could be removed at any 
time and/or works carried out to the trees that may have a harmful 
effect on their health. 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 
with modification to refer only to oaks and cedar trees within the 
identified area. 

 

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 
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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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