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Olney Brook House, Methodist Lane, Llantwit Major
Removal of ALL three Sycamores (NOT for removal of two and reduction of remaining tree) 

SITE AND CONTEXT

A large modern detached dwelling called Olney Brook House located at the end of Methodist Lane in Llantwit Major which is within the Llantwit Major Conservation Area.

DESCRIPTION OF DEVELOPMENT

A notification has been submitted to remove three Sycamore trees from a shared boundary on the south side. 

PLANNING HISTORY

2012/01028/TCA : Olney Brook House, Methodist Lane, Llantwit Major - Remove Sweet Chestnut (east of dwelling) and Leylandi Cypresses (west end of garden)  - Approved 30/10/2012
REPORT

This site comprises a larger than average dwelling constructed in recent decades with a sizeable terraced garden down to the Colhuw River.  Along the west boundary of the garden, is the river and this is hidden by a row of very tall cypresses, removal of which has already been agreed under a notification for Trees in a Conservation Area (on the sloping side of the valley through which the river runs there are a variety of native trees and shrubs).  The owner intends to replace the cypresses with a tall native hedge.  The notice from the authority asked for two to three small trees to replace the conifers: Rowan, Field Maple, Bird Cherry and Birch.  

On the south facing boundary which is shared with the Scouts Hall (and another similar building belonging to them), are the three Sycamores which are the subject of this notification.  They are thought to be 30 to 40 years old and self-sown.  They are located in very close proximity to a low level stone boundary wall of approximately half a metre height.  The trees form a tight knit group having developed and adapted together and to each other.  

Judging by their crowns which show plentiful leaf with no obvious signs of Tar spot (a common affliction associated with Sycamore later in the growing season) and from what can be viewed of the bark most seems intact although there will be decay present.  This can be stated with some confidence given the poor structures of these trees, being their main failing.  The largest of the group (closest to the upper terrace) is hidden in a dense Ivy colonisation but branch stubs are outlined by the Ivy just below the main crown – whether cut or broken off is difficult to determine at ground level.   

The middle specimen has the appearance of two seeds which germinated together that have grown together but at the closest point - at the base – the trees have not actually fused.  Cracks in the bark at this point will have allowed oxygen in and bacteria and is therefore a recognised site of decay.  It would not prudent to allow these trees to develop into larger specimens because of this – failure at such a point could result in one or both stems collapsing in the future.   

The third Sycamore is a twin stemmed tree with a low bifurcation point - that is, where the main trunk splits off into individual stems that each carry a portion of the crown.  There are issues with the one of the stems which has some significant scar tissue just above the fork and the fork itself is tight and both are indicative of possible future failure points.  

Being mindful of ecological concerns, the applicant has been advised by the person commissioned to undertake the fellings to remove two of the trees and retain the middle specimen which would be reduced roughly by half so that the garden is not completely devoid of trees, given that the conifers are intended to go this autumn as well, on the expectation that the retained Sycamore would regrow and ‘fill the space’.  This alternative proposal is considered to be unsuitable in light of the structure of the middle tree, with its two stems side by side.  The assessment of the trees under TEMPO highlights the impossibility of retaining all the trees because as their stems thicken so the boundary wall will be undermined – at least one of the trees is already making contact with the wall, and a stage would be reached where the wall could not be rebuilt.  To remove one or two of the trees would only be acceptable if each tree had developed into  single specimens with some distance between them.  As they are each tree relies on another in the group in term of diffusing high winds.  The weaknesses arising from their structures means that they become vulnerable in high winds especially if one or two are removed.           

In light of the above there is no objection to the removal of the Sycamores and an informative will be added that urges all three to be removed rather than retaining one or two and that the it is considered a safer option to replace with more appropriate species in a more suitable location.

RECOMMENDATION – OFFICER DELEGATED
NO OBJECTIONS.

NOTE:

1.
I should be grateful if you would replace the Sycamore trees with a Whitebeam and Rowan (at least a metre and a half of the boundary wall) and position the Sessile Oak down on the lower terrace (as discussed on site) in order to continue the benefits which trees make to the setting and amenities of the area in general.

2.
The felling proposed in this application must be carried out within two years of the date of this notice.  Once this period has elapsed a re-notification is necessary.

3.
Your attention is drawn to the request attached to the decision to remove the Leylandi, that consideration be given to including two to three Rowan, Bird Cherry (Prunus padus), Field Maple or Birch, or a combination of these species, within the proposed native hedgerow - in order to continue the benefits to visual amenity and wildlife that such trees provide.

Please note that this consent is specific to the plans and particulars approved as part of the application.  Any departure from the approved plans will constitute unauthorised development and may be liable to enforcement action.  You (or any subsequent developer) should advise the Council of any actual or proposed variations from the approved plans immediately so that you can be advised how to best resolve the matter.

In addition, any conditions that the Council has imposed on this consent will be listed above and should be read carefully.  It is your (or any subsequent developers) responsibility to ensure that the terms of all conditions are met in full at the appropriate time (as outlined in the specific condition).

The commencement of development without firstly meeting in full the terms of any conditions that require the submission of details prior to the commencement of development will constitute unauthorised development.  This will necessitate the submission of a further application to retain the unauthorised development and may render you liable to formal enforcement action.

Failure on the part of the developer to observe the requirements of any other conditions could result in the Council pursuing formal enforcement action in the form of a Breach of Condition Notice.
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