Planning Decision

Agenda 8.2 - To receive details of any decisions made by Shropshire
Council which conflict with Shrewsbury Town Council's comments taken
between 17 October — 13 November 2026

Agenda No

SHREWSBURY TOWN COUNCIL LIST OF PLANNING DECISIONS

REGISTERED EETWEEN 17 October - 13 November 2026

8.2

Applir.:a‘tion Location Proposal STC Decision S5TC Comments sC SC Commeants Meeting
Decision Date
26/03082/TPO |51 Ridgebourne Fell 1no. Lawson Cypress (T1) Objection decision made under Town Clerk’s delegated grant In respect of TL- The tree removed fallowing thiz approval zhall be replaced oy 8 29,/09,/2026
N . K - o tree of the following species and specification:
Road, Shrewsbury, |and 1lno. Eastern Hemlock (T2) authority. The Town Council object to this PErMISSiON  |Liguidamzar styracfiua [Sweet Sum] cantsiner grown Bcm— 10cm.
Shropshire, 5Y3 protected by The Borough of application and ask if there is sufficient evidence ool b:i:i‘r!r":r:d;ir-: :r"“;‘;:'v::fu"r' i‘l’:::e“'n;f::“" “’_;‘f':_';’i:; :r'['_:‘:‘
9AB Shrewsbury (Ridgebourne Road) supplied to remove the tree in the first instance. Local Pianring Authority. The rEpisCEmENt tras must be pARTE in the NESt planting season
- - - - Tollowing the feling of the tres subject to this consent
Tree PrESE r'.ratlon Ord er 1965 IF agrEEd th Ere Is no rT‘EntlDrl Of rEpIa ntlng thE n re:p-;:‘t of T2- TI?-: tree 'E'ﬂﬂ\l!ﬂlmlbﬂ'i'ig'-r :e:pr-aral:hull be r!FlﬂDﬁﬂ 5:\’! tree ofthe rﬂ"ﬂwiﬂE
I:WS?:I trees spacies and spedtication:
Field Maple [A0er mmpestre) contniner grown Scm— 10cm
The repaoe'ner'. tree iz to b= planted in the M'Eﬂrﬂt'\{'\ﬂ mrust maintained for @ minimum period
Of 3 years, uniess otheraise agreed in writing by the Local PlanningAuthority. The replacement tres
must be pianted in the next planting season folowingthe fefing of the tree subject to this consent.
26/03145/TPO  [Canonbury House, |Reduce crown by 20-25%, slight |Objection decision made under Town Clerk's delegated grant The pruning works shall consist only of the following: (a) the 29/09/2025
10 Canonbury, crown lift and crown thin and authority. The Town Coundl cbject to this permission  |remowval of any branch stubs, deadwood, hung up branches and
Shrewsbury, reshape 1lno Copper Beech application as there is no measurement put on the climbers and the removal of sucker growth. (b) crown lifting to a
Shropshire, 5Y3 protected by The Borough of percentage reduction or a Measuremant on the maximum height above ground level of 3 metres; (c) crown
FAH Shrewsbury (Kingsland Mo 2) “ﬁ'”l_é' _on t?he -:Dp|:_|er beech tree._Can this be put as a reduction by a maximum of 2 metres; (d) crown thinning
Tree Preservation Order 1969 condition? Thte e Itsha Isodnoctn."nenp D: r?|f ::?f the throughout the crown to a maximum of 5%, inclusive of the
(Ref: SA/34) MEASUTEMENT on The reduction in RElght ot the above work; (e) reshaping and balancing. The works shall not
silver birch trees. Are these part of the TPO include- h | of b h of which Il
application as they are not mentioned in the inc u_ e: (a) the removal o any_ _ranc o_w _'C wou save a
description or are they part of a separate pruning cut of more than 75 mllllme_tres in dlarf'eter when
Conservation application? measured over bark; (b) any pollarding or topping
26/03618/TPO  |3A Kendal Road, Fell 1no Ash protected by the No objection decision made under Town Clerk’s delegated refuse Lack of Evidence of subsidence— No supporting arboricultural, structural or 06/11/2026

shrewsbury,
Shropshire, 5Y1 4ES

Shrewsbury & Atcham Borough
Council (Land at and adjacent to
the former MAFF site,
Harlescott, No 2) Tree
Preservation Order 2003 (Ref:
SAS3ITT)

authority. The Town Council raises no objection
to this application if the insurance report as
stated within the application has been received
by Shropshire Council

subsidence investigation evidence has been submitted to demonstrate that the
ash tree subject to this application is causing or contributing to subsidence or
damage to the property. 2. Loss of aAmenity Value— The proposead felling would
result in the loss of a protected tree and its associated visual and environmental
contribution to the locality. In the absence of suffident justification for its remowal,
this lass is considerad unacceptable. 3. Failure to Demonstrate the Mecessity for
removal— although another nearby tree has reportedly been identified as causing
subsidence, this does not establish that the ash tree subject to this application is
responsible for the same isswe. The necessity for its removal has therefore not
been demonstrated.
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