
Treereports.uk. Ltd 
Chartered Arboriculturists 
   
 

 
27 Old Gloucester Street, London, WC1N 3AX  
Tel: 07938 679 953 
Email: robin@treereports.uk 
Web: www.treereports.uk 

 

 

 

 
subsidence and loss adjusters 
veteran tree reports  
tree root investigations 
 arboricultural inspections  
planning application surveys  
 

 
 

 
 

Company registration number 13953145 
Page 1 of 9 

 
 

Report on the Garden Beech Tree  
and Damage to  

135 Dukes Avenue  
London  

N10 2QD 
 

For 
 

Siobhan McMillan  
 

Carried out by  
Robin Howorth MRICS, MICFor 

Chartered Arboriculturist 
 
 

Report date: 13th October 2022  



 
 
 

 
Page 2 of 9 
 

1 Limitations 

 
This report is solely for the use of Siobhan McMillan and advisors and cannot be relied upon by others 
without the sole approval of the author, Robin Howorth of Treereports.uk Ltd. 
 
Any further enquiries regarding this report should be addressed to: 
 
Treereports.uk. Ltd,  
Chartered Arboriculturists 
27 Old Gloucester Street  
London 
WC1N 3AX 
 
 
 
Signed 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Robin Howorth, B.Sc. M.Sc. MRICS MICFor 
CHARTERED ARBORICULTURIST 
CHARTERED SURVEYOR  
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2 Introduction 

 
This report is based on my tree inspection on 7th October 2022 in addition to my academic training 
and professional experience.  
 
Please note all orientation within the report is based on viewing the property and the street tree from 
the Avenue. 
 
 
 

3 My Experience 

 
I am a qualified and experienced Chartered Arboriculturist and professional member of the Institute 
of Chartered Foresters with over 25 years professional practice as a forester and arboriculturist.  
 
I have a B.Sc. (Honours) degree in Forestry and Wood Science from Bangor University and a M.Sc. in 
Building Surveying from Southbank University, London. 
 
I am a Chartered Building Surveyor and professional member of the Royal Institution of Chartered 
Surveyors. 
 
As part of my ongoing Continual Professional Development, I have completed training in: CAVAT- 
tree valuation: Arboricultural Association (Lantra) – professional tree surveying and Quantified Tree 
Risk Assessment (QTRA). 
 
In my regular professional life, I am involved with resolving tree related subsidence claims; tree 
safety inspections and reports; arboricultural implication assessments for planning applications; tree 
root exposure and mapping and tree and wood decay assessments. 
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4 Brief 

 
To provide review of the MWA Arboricultural Report (referred to in this report as the MWA report) 
dated 9/8/2022 regarding a subsidence damage investigation at 135 Dukes Avenue London, N10 2QD  
and to provide a view on suitable works to  the garden Beech tree to the rear left corner of your rear 
garden. 
 
 

5 Background information 

 
The property at 135 Dukes Avenue, London, N10 2QD is currently an occupied two storey end of 
terrace residential Edwardian house with a pitched roof above. 
 
The Arboricultural Impact Assessment as prepared by Tracey Clarke in June 2021 is also referred to 
in this document. 
 
 

6 Scope of this report 

 
This report only concerns your existing garden Beech tree and the building at 135 Dukes Avenue. 
 
No inspection of any other trees was undertaken on the day of the survey. 
 
This report does not recommend the removal or felling of any tree. 
 
This report does not include a safety assessment of the tree. 
 
 

7 Technical references 

 
This report is based upon the following technical references; 
 
Biddle, P.G. (1998). Tree Root Damage to Buildings. Willowmead Publishing, Swindon. 
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Building Research Establishment (1985) Assessment of damage in low-rise buildings BRE Digest 
251BRE. 
 
Building Research Establishment (1999) Low rise building foundations- the influence of trees in clay 
soils,  Digest 298, BRE. 
 
Cutler, D.F. and Richardson, I.B.K. (1981) Tree Roots and Buildings. Construction Press. ISBN 0-
86095-898-1. 
 
Giles M, Alan R and O’Callaghan D. (2011) The Relationship between Trees, Distance to 
Buildings and Subsidence Events on Shrinkable Clay Soil. Arboricultural Journal 2011, Vol. 33, pp. 
229–245, AB Academic Publishers  
 
Robert, J,  Jackson, N & Smith, M (2006) Tree Roots in the Built Environment (ISBN 
9780900978593). 
 
 

8 Time limit 

 
As trees are biological living organisms and are potentially subject to disease or decline, this report 
and any recommendations made are limited to a 12 month period.  
 
Any alterations to the site, ground levels and any development proposals or construction works could 
change the current circumstances and may invalidate this report and any recommendations made. 
 
 

9 Inspection  

 
9.1 The Building 
 
The bay structure is around 7.5m from the Beech tree. 
 
Visible minor cracking to the lower section of the bay brickwork was viewed on the day of the survey. 
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9.2 Beech Tree 
 
The tree as noted on the MWA arboriculture report as T2 and having a height of 10 m and a crown 
spread of 8 m has been reduced in height to 7m and the canopy spread has been reduced to around 
2.2m. 
 
 

10 Discussion  

 
The cracking to the front bay of the house is categorised as Category 1 (Very Slight) as per BRE 
Digest 251 (1985) The BRE Digest which is an industry standard notes that these cracks are 
cosmetic. 
 
The MWA report notes that it is an initial appraisal report. This implies that further information is to 
be provided by the insurers or loss adjusters. 
 
The report goes on to note that the damage was first noted in early 2022. 
 
Trial pits are referred to in the MWA report. The trial pit sections have not been provided. 
 
The sections from the trial pits should be provided so that they can be reviewed. 
 
In the site investigations section of the report, it is noted that roots in trial pits 2 and 3 were 
observed to depths of 750mm and 1000mm respectively. 
 
The foundations in trial pits 2 and 3 extend to a depth of 750mm and 1000mm. 
 
Therefore, the roots as found in these trial pits do not extent below the foundations. 
 
It is only when roots are found below foundations that there is a possibility of damage associated 
with roots and ground movement/ soil clay shrinkage, (Building Research Establishment,1999). 
 
On this basis, any roots found in trial pits 2 and 3 should be considered as irrelevant to this  
subsidence claim. 
 
The first sentence of the discussion section of the report regarding opinion and recommendation 
should also be set aside as irrelevant due to lack of evidence provided. 
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In the discussion section of the report, further unsubstantiated statements are made about the 
‘possible involvement of the Maple and Pear tree roots’. No evidence is provided to substantiate these 
statements. 
 
In the MWA report, there is no mention of the diameter nor extent of the tree roots found in trial pit 
1. 
 
As noted above, the trial pits 2 and 3 information should be set aside as the roots are not deeper 
than or under the foundations.  
 
The MWA report in the fourth paragraph of the discussion seeks to link vegetation with subsidence in 
the absence of evidence. This negates the process of site investigations and this section of the report 
contains no factual basis. 
 
The bay structure of the house at 135 Duke Avenue is around 7.5m from the Beech tree. This is a 
significant distance. 
 
It is surprising that the roots have extended to this area without a particular reason for root growth. 
 
Tree roots are generally found close to the tree and radially extend into the soil where root growth 
conditions are favourable. This is usually where nutrients and water are abundant (Robert, Jackson & 
Smith, 2006). 
 
That the tree roots have grown under the concrete drive to extend to a depth of 1500mm under the 
foundations in the area of 1.5m points towards a water source. 
 
Such a water source could be damaged drains or a plumbing leak. 
 
Based on this possibility, I would be interested to see the results of the drains test. 
 
The MWA report says that there are no defects to the drains. 
 
However, the drains test information should be provided so it can be independently assessed. 
 
The Beech tree has recently been pruned to reduce its canopy and therefore water uptake from the 
roots and soil.  
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Thus the future root growth from this tree will be reduced which in turn reduced the possibility of this 
tree adversely affecting adjacent structures and buildings. 
The report also does not mention that there is an  alternative to removal of the Beech tree. 
 
Due to the presence of your driveway, it will be reasonably cost effective and feasible to excavate a 
root barrier to remove root incursions into the front garden and front bay of 135 Dukes Avenue. 
 
The root protection area for the Beech tree is noted in the Arboricultural Impact Assessment as 
prepared by Tracey Clarke in June 2021 as 6.7m2 in radius from the stem. 
 
The root barrier would be excavated to the edge of the root protection area. 
 
The tree is also noted in Ms Clarke’s report as being Category B2 which means the tree contributes a 
significant contribution to the local Alexandra Palace and Park Conservation Area. 
 
You have also indicated that there is substantial local opposition to possible removal of this tree in 
addition to the Conservation Area legal protection of the tree. 
 
 

11 Conclusion and Recommendations 

 
Usually, prior to any recommendations for action, in addition to drains checks and tests  
to confirm if there are any leaks or damage to the pipework, monitoring, to gain an understanding of 
the patterns of movement is undertaken. 
 
This monitoring is usually undertaken for a time period of between 18 months to 3 years. 
 
Once a pattern of movement is established or whether the monitoring confirms that the structural 
movement has ceased then repairs can be specified and undertaken. 
 
Once the above information has been provided and independently assessed then a course of action 
can be considered. 
 
This may be the laying of a root barrier or continued pruning of the Beech tree on a 2 to 3 year cycle. 
 
Alternatively, following the monitoring, it may be found that the cracking and movement has not re-
occurred.  
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If this is the case then it is entirely possible that the pruning to reduce leaf and canopy cover which 
has in turn reduced the root growth, has been successful.  
 
In view of the above, I would suggest that further investigations and information is required before 
any action is undertaken. 
 
However, the excavation of a root barrier to the edge of the garage driveway should be considered 
as an viable alternative to removal of the Beech tree following a period of monitoring. 
 
The importance and value of this tree within the local landscape and to the local community is also 
worthy of note particularly in this climate crisis and biodiversity crash. 
 
 
 


















