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the refusal does not fully account for technical, safety and proportionality considerations in line with best practice 
standards.

 
1. Public Amenity vs Private Harm 

contribution to wider public visual amenity is limited due to it being a single tree, whereas the direct impact on the 
dwelling is substantial and continuous. In line with the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) principle of 
balancing public benefit against private harm, I submit that the private burden of retaining T50 outweighs its 
marginal contribution to public amenity. 

 
2. Seasonal Nuisance: Beyond Normal Maintenance 
The decision characterises acorn and leaf-
proximity, the scale of debris deposition exceeds ordinary maintenance thresholds and presents technical risks: 

 Slip hazard: Accumulation on paved areas and driveways constitutes a foreseeable hazard under the 
 

 Water ingress and property damage: Gutters and downpipes experience rapid blockage, leading to overflow 
and damp penetration. 

 Pest attraction: Decomposing acorns increase vermin activity. 
BS 3998:2010 (Tree Work  Recommendations) recognises that nuisance, obstruction and hazard can form valid 
grounds for removal where mitigation is not sustainable. In this case, repeated clearance does not adequately 
address the risks posed. 

 
3. Shading and Light Obstruction 
It is noted that permission was recently granted for a crown reduction of 2m and crown lift to 4m  however that 
was only received 7 hours beforehand. While this may provide temporary mitigation, BS 3998 cautions against 
excessive or cyclical reductions which can: 

 Weaken tree vitality by reducing photosynthetic capacity. 
 Lead to rapid, vigorous regrowth, necessitating further repeat intervention. 
 Increase risk of structural failure through poorly attached regrowth. 

Thus, reliance on repetitive crown work is not sustainable long-term management. The shading impact, including 
obstruction of natural light to habitable rooms (contrary to BRE 209 guidelines for site layout planning and 
daylight), will inevitably recur. 

 
4. Proximity to Utilities and Root Risk 
The refusal downplays the impact of utilities running adjacent to and beneath T50. However: 

 Root ingress presents a foreseeable risk to underground services, including drains and supply lines. 
 

both the authority and utility provider. 
 Minor pruning of canopy spread does nothing to mitigate below-ground conflict, which is a material concern 

under BS 5837:2012 (Trees in Relation to Design, Demolition and Construction). 
 

5. Duty of Care & Liability 
Retention of T50 transfers the management burden and liability for risk almost wholly onto the homeowner. The 

under common law nuisance and negligence. Local authorities, when refusing consent, must consider whether they 
are imposing an unreasonable duty of care on the occupier, especially where technical risks cannot be adequately 
managed by pruning alone. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 










