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1.0 Introduction 

1.1 This report has been prepared by Rutland County Council on behalf of North 

Luffenham Parish Council to present the findings of an assessment of trees located at 

The Oval, North Luffenham (hereafter referred to as the site). The survey was carried 

out on the 6th September 2019.  

1.2 The assessment of trees and recommendations given has been carried out in 

accordance with The Tree Maintenance & Inspection Policy.  

2.0  Site Overview 

2.1 The purpose of the report is to provide the North Luffenham Parish Council a long term 

management plan of their mature horse chestnut tree stock and to provide the results 

of an assessment of the trees’ current condition, risk of harm, work management 

recommendations and when they next require assessment. 

2.2 The assessment covered just ten trees in terms of individual assessment, which were 

trees identified as requiring an assessment for 2019 from the previous 2017 Tree 

Report (ref: 001). These ten trees were assessed in 2017 amongst others in the site, 

but; they contained defective features that resulted in a more frequent assessment 

recommendation.  

3.0 Protection Status Of Trees 

3.1 Following consultation with the Planning Department, it is understood that the area is 

situated within North Luffenham Conservation Area and therefore statutory constraints 

apply to the work in respect of the trees.  

3.2 The statutory notification and permissions of work are still required from Rutland 

County Council’s Planning Department where trees are covered by a tree preservation 

order or situated within a conservation area. The use of Rutland County Council’s 

Forestry Officer has not removed this legal requirement.  

4.0  Tree Summary 

4.1 A total of 9 individual trees were surveyed as part of the tree inspection. 059E a semi-

mature mayflower tree (Crataegus monogyna) was also scheduled for assessment but 

had been felled prior to our visit. 

4.2 For the benefit of the reader, this report has split the site into two separate sections 

namely: 

 North and, 

 South  

North Site 

4.3 The northern section of the site contained a treed border formed mostly by horse 

chestnuts (Aesculus hippocastanum), with a just small minority of other species. This 

group encompassed the cricket pitch and bordered Butt Lane. 
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4.4 This area formerly contained a large continuous line of healthy and decorative mature 

horse chestnut trees that covered the north, east, and west borders. Over the course 

of recent years the horse chestnuts have gone into decline resulting in some 

individuals being removed and many others displaying significant defects. The loss of 

more trees within the next 10-30 years has a high likelihood, which will greatly impact 

the landscape of the park and surrounding area.  

4.5 Most of this decline can be linked to a single disease called bleeding canker of horse 

chestnut. Since our 2017 assessment, many trees have been noted for displaying 

symptoms of bleeding canker that included orange and black bark stains, girdling 

branch collars, and delaminating bark.  

4.6 Bleeding canker is the common name of two different diseases that both affect horse 

chestnuts. Their scientific names are Phytophthora and Pseudomonas syringae (PV. 

Aesculi). It is not possible from a ground based visual assessment, to conclude what 

one of these diseases is affecting the trees, so; it is assumed, for safety reasons, that 

it is the more damaging Pseudomonas syringae.  

4.7 A horse chestnut suffering with bleeding canker can live for many decades, however; 

it can also die within two years of infection. The most important area of assessment is 

on the branch unions of an infected tree. These can be greatly compromised and made 

to fail.   

 

Fig 1. 059W 

4.8 Three horse chestnuts ref. 059W, 0583 and 0587, were all situated adjacent to each 

other forming a line on the eastern border within falling distance of Butt Lane. All 3 

trees are recommended for removal as part of a long term management plan. 059W 

appeared to be moribund containing numerous defects associated with bleeding 

canker, but; also displayed the sporophores of wood decaying fungus dryad’s saddle 
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(Polyporus squamosus). 0583 and 0587, situated south of this tree, were also 

displaying the symptoms of bleeding canker. 0587 appeared to be in a moderate 

condition whereas 0583 was in a bad condition.  

4.9 059L, 059U, and 059V, comprised of horse chestnuts and red-flower horse chestnuts 

(Aesculus x carnea). Their condition varied however, all displayed structural defects 

that are likely to result in major work within the next 10 years. They, therefore, were 

also recommended to be removed. 

4.10 The QTRA (Quantified Tree Risk Assessment) method was used to calculate the level 

of risk from each tree. This risk assessment tool is internationally recognised as an 

effective means of reasonable tree risk management.    

4.11 The QTRA method is based on three elements of assessment, which are the target 

(i.e. what could be hit), the size of the part (that may fall), and the probability of failure 

occurring.   

4.12 QTRA for these trees focussed on the users of the adjacent roads of Butt Lane and 

Edith Weston Road, and the visitors using site. From this assessment it was 

considered that the risk was at tolerable level from all of the assessed trees except 

059W. Therefore, from a safety perspective only tree 059W requires work, however; 

the extent of the decay to many of these trees indicates that they will require tree 

cutting work within their next 10 years of life and are at a heightened probability of 

losing large proportions of their crown. This future decline will become costly and the 

aesthetic value of the trees will continued to be reduced.  

The South Section  

4.13 The south section comprised of three trees being: 

 058B horse chestnut  

 0592 small-leaved linden (Tilia cordata) 

 059D Red-flowering horse chestnut  

4.14 058B was by far considered to contribute the highest amount of visual amenity of all 

the horse chestnuts within the entire site. It had a broad and tall crown and displayed 

good vitality.  

4.15 0592 was a small-leaved linden that had previously, (2017), been noted as having a 

weak outer bark. On this assessment the decline in the bark had got worse. It was 

possible to hand peel off the bark, (please see Fig.2). 
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5.0 Long Term Management Plan 

5.1 A TPO (tree preservation order) evaluation was undertaken on the horse chestnuts of 

this site to consider if they would be considered worthy retention. It considered 

important to assess the likelihood of Rutland County Council’s Planning Department 

serving a TPO prior to any decision being made of the long term actions of the horse 

chestnuts of this site.  

5.2 From undertaking an evaluation, it considered that highly likely that 058B would be 

served a TPO if work was proposed to fell or greatly reduce the tree. 

5.3 059D was debateable as it had some defects but none that would (currently) warrant 

a serious tree cutting operation.    

5.4 The remaining 6 horse chestnut trees were all considered to be in too bad a condition 

to be reasonably served a TPO. Therefore the removal of the following trees is 

recommended: 

 059L 

 059U 

 059V 

 059W 

 05A3 

 05A7 

5.5  A further TPO evaluation was given to the remaining horse chestnuts of the site, 

although; a thorough inspection was not undertaken (due to client/RCC agreement). 

The remainder of the horse chestnuts scored high on the sheet and thus made it likely 

that a TPO would be served if work proposals to remove the trees was given to Rutland 

County Council’s Planning Department.  

Options to Consider  

Fig 2. Showing Bark Easily Peeled Off by Assessor 
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5.6 There are 4 options recommended for North Luffenham Parish Council to consider, 

and they are the following: 

5.6.1. Remove the trees highlighted within the report, and then replace these trees and 

other horse chestnuts felled (in previous years) with clumps of decorative trees of 

different species. When more horse chestnuts are lost continue with this option. 

5.6.2. Remove the trees highlighted within the report, and then replace these trees and 

other horse chestnuts felled (in previous years) with clumps of decorative trees all of 

the same single species. When more horse chestnuts are lost continue with this 

option. 

5.6.3. Remove all the horse chestnuts showing signs of bleeding canker except 058B and 

replace with a single species equalling a higher number than the trees lost.  

5.6.4. Remove all the horse chestnuts showing signs of bleeding canker except 058B and 

replace with a brand new tree design using different species. 

5.7 My recommendation, based on my professional opinion, is to go with option 5.6.1: 

 Remove the trees highlighted within the report, and then replace these trees and 

other horse chestnuts felled (in previous years) with clumps of decorative trees of 

different species. When more horse chestnuts are lost continue with this option. 

5.8 Option 5.6.1 allows for trees to be removed that are unworthy of a TPO due to their 

condition. Planting groups of different species allows for more diversity of colour and 

structure within the park. However; this opinion is given from arboricultural perspective 

and North Luffenham Parish Council may improve the park design by discussing this 

report with experts in landscaping and horticulture. 

6.0 Replacement Trees 

• Abies alba   White fir 

• Acer campestre  Field maple 

• Acer platanoides  Norway maple 

• Acer pseudoplatanus  Sycamore 

• Acer saccharinum  Silver maple 

• Alnus cordata   Italian alder 

• Carpinus betulus  Hornbeam 

• Catalpa bignonioides  Indian bean tree 

• Celtis australis   Nettle tree 

• Celtis occidentalis  Common hackberry 

• Gleditisia triacanthos  Honey locust 

• Juglans nigra   Black walnut 

• Juglans regia   Common walnut 

• Metasequoia glyptostroboides Dawn redwood 
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• Ostrya carpinifolia  Hop hornbeam 

• Paulownia tomentosa  Foxglove tree 

• Platanus orientalis  Oriental plane 

• Platanus x hispanica  London plane 

• Populus tremula  Aspen 

• Pterocarya fraxinifolia  Caucasian wingnut 

• Quercus cerris   Turkey oak 

• Quercus ilex   Holm oak 

• Quercus petraea  Sessile oak 

• Quercus robur   English oak 

• Sequoia sempervirens Coastal redwood 

• Styphnolobium japonicum  Japanese pagoda tree 

• Tilia tomentosa  Silver lime 

• Ulmus 'new horizon'  Elm 

• Zelkova serrata  Keaki 

6.1 The above tree list has been selected based on the soil type, water availability, 

sunlight, park conditions, and the value of the trees they are replacing.  
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7.0 Tree Inspection 

Miscellaneous:   M- metres  mm – millimetres  
QTRA Terminology:  QTRA – Quantified Tree Risk Assessment  PoF – Probability of Failure  Size– Size of part that is assessed for failure 
 RoH- Risk of the hazard assessed causing harm 
 
Age Class: Young – Only a few years old with no signs of being fully established and likely to still require artificial support.  
Semi-Mature – Established crown with the stem having partially matured.     
Early Mature – Displaying many of the features of a mature age but not all. The tree will be over three quarters of the expected height for the tree.   
Mature – A fully developed tree reaching or close to reaching its expected maximum height.   
Senescent – It is in a stage of natural decline due to its age      
Ancient – Still in the senescent period but contains enough features, (set by the Woodland Trust), to be classified as a “ancient tree” 
 
Condition: Good - No noteworthy defects. This is a tree that should continue to live on within its environment with only age being its limit. 
Moderate - A tree in moderate condition is one containing noteworthy defects. These defects may be putting the tree under stress or strain, reducing its vigour, 
and could present a long-term issue.  
Bad - A tree in bad condition is one containing significant defects that have severely compromised the tree’s structure, longevity or both. These defects are not 
usually reversible. A tree in bad condition is one that is in decline.   
Dead - A tree classified as dead is one where the main stems and canopy structure has died. It does not necessarily mean that the entirety of the tree’s structure has 
died. 
Veteran - A tree displaying enough features (set by the Woodland Trust) to be considered to be of high ecological value. This can be brought on by age but not 
necessarily so. 
Priority: Priority 1 - Works to be completed within 3 weeks or less   
Priority 2 - Work to be completed due to a legal requirement. 
Priority 3 - Work also to be completed, due to a legal requirement, but is not deemed as important as priority 2. 
Priority 4 - Work that is desirable but not legally essential.     
 
Work: Cl – Crown-lift, which is raising the height of the crown via the pruning of lower branches. The number that follows this description in the final ground 
clearance. An example: Cl3m = pruning lower branches to achieve a ground clearance of 3 metres 
M - Metres 
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ID Tag Species Age Height Condition Comment Risk
Committ

ee
Priority

Recommended 

Work

Recommended 

Next Inspection

058B 238

Aesculus 

hippocastanum 

(horse chestnut)

Mature 17m

Moderate - 

noteworthy 

defects

Large branch has failed on the north-east side in 

recent weeks. Symptoms of bleeding canker is 

present but in small forms on just some of the 

branches.

Green 

Less than 

1 in a 

million

Parish 

Land

Priority 4 - 

Not legally 

required

Consider installing 

props or bracing 

systems to support 

branches

06/09/2021

0592 252
Tilia cordata (small-

leaved linden)
Mature 27m

Moderate - 

noteworthy 

defects

Last two assessments have shown that the tree has 

weak outer bark. 

Green 

Less than 

1 in a 

million

Parish 

Land

Priority 3 - 

Legally Req. 

Low

Use of decay 

detection 

equipment to 

inspect the stem 

for any areas of 

potential decay.

06/09/2021

059D 239

Aesculus x carnea 

(red flowering 

horse chestnut)

Semi-

mature
13m

Moderate - 

noteworthy 

defects

Delaminating bark and stem wounds. Also bud 

proliferation.

Green 

Less than 

1 in a 

million

Parish 

Land
 06/09/2021

059E 240

Crataegus 

laevigata (Midland 

hawthorn)

Semi-

mature
7m Felled Tree now felled

Yellow 1 

in 50,000

Parish 

Land

Priority 2 - 

Legally Req. 

High

20/09/2019

059L 169

Aesculus 

hippocastanum 

(horse chestnut)

Mature 13m Bad

Advanced signs of bleeding canker on stem via black 

spots and delaminating bark. Minor coverage of 

Cameraria ohridella.

Upper crown sparse.

Yellow 1 

in a 

million

Parish 

Land

Priority 4 - 

Not legally 

required

Consider removing 

and replacing
06/09/2021

059U 176

Aesculus 

hippocastanum 

(horse chestnut)

Mature 14m

Moderate - 

noteworthy 

defects

Compression fork at two stem unions approximately 

three metres above ground unions with girdling 

present.

Yellow 1 

in 

400,000

Parish 

Land

Priority 4 - 

Not legally 

required

reduce height of 

northernmost 

stem to 9m in 

height

06/09/2021

059V 177

Aesculus x carnea 

(red flowering 

horse chestnut)

Mature 11m

Moderate - 

noteworthy 

defects

Signs of bleeding canker via orange and black spots 

on stem. Major bark girdling at stem union 

approximately three metres above ground.

Yellow 1 

in 

400,000

Parish 

Land
06/09/2021
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ID Tag Species Age Height Condition Comment Risk
Committ

ee
Priority

Recommended 

Work

Recommended 

Next Inspection

059W 178

Aesculus 

hippocastanum 

(horse chestnut)

Mature 14m Moribund

This tree has lost a large section of its crown via 

failure. Tree has been significantly reduced,  likely as 

a result of this damage.

Numerous indicators of bleeding canker via orange 

and black spots on stem and branches, bark 

delamination and stem and branch wounds.

Polyporus squamosus found on stem.

Yellow 1 

in 

400,000

Parish 

Land

Priority 2 - 

Legally Req. 

High

fell tree 06/09/2021

05A3 184

Aesculus 

hippocastanum 

(horse chestnut)

Semi-

mature
10m Bad

Major bark delamination resulting in exposed 

sapwood

Yellow 1 

in 

400,000

Parish 

Land

Priority 4 - 

Not legally 

required

Consider removal 

of tree
06/09/2021

05A7 189

Aesculus 

hippocastanum 

(horse chestnut)

Mature 17m

Moderate - 

noteworthy 

defects

Major bark delamination. Signs of bleeding canker via 

black spots.  Premature leaf fall within the upper 

crown

Green 

Less than 

1 in a 

million

Parish 

Land

Priority 4 - 

Not legally 

required

Consider removal 

of tree
06/09/2021
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Plan 1
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Plan 2 

 

05AS 
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Plan 3 

 

05AS 
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Plan 4 

 

 

05AS 
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Plan 5 

  

05AS 
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