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Summary:- 

A Tree Preservation Order was made on the 27 October 2008 to protect 14 individual trees and 6 groups of trees comprising a total of 31 trees. This report considers objections to the Order and concludes that the Order should be confirmed without modification. 

Recommendation:-

It is recommended that the Committee resolve to confirm Tree Preservation Order 237 without modification.

Alan Eales

Head of Planning and Housing Services

	Contact Officer:
	Charles Bennett
	Ext:
	7535
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1.0
Background

1.1
The Town and Country Planning Act 1990, Section 198 provides that Local Planning Authorities may make a Tree Preservation Order (TPO) if it appears to them to be “expedient in the interests of amenity to make provision for the preservation of trees or woodlands in their area”. The Department of Environment Transport and the Regions document, “Tree Preservation Orders A Guide to the Law and Good Practice” advises that “Tree Preservation Orders should be used to protect selected trees and woodland if their removal would have a significant local impact on the environment and its enjoyment by the public”.

1.2
An enquiry from a concerned resident regarding the possible removal of trees at Lanercost Priory was received by the local planning authority on the 29 September 2008.

1.3
On the 13 October 2008 the local planning authority received a number of telephone calls concerning the felling of a Sycamore tree within the garth at Lanercost Priory

1.4 On the 15 October 2008 an Officer of the Council visited the Priory to assess the trees for their suitability for inclusion within a tree preservation order, and to inspect the remains of the recently felled tree.

1.5 On the 27 October 2008 Tree Preservation Order 237, Lanercost Priory was made to protect 14 individual trees and 6 groups of trees comprising a total of 31 trees.

1.6
A copy of Tree Preservation Order 237 is attached hereto at Appendix 1.

1.7
The following made valid objections to Tree Preservation Order 237.

· Mr Luke Steer, Treescapes Consultancy acting on behalf of Mr Philip Howard, Naworth Castle, owner of the trees.

1.8 The letter of objection and Officers reply are attached hereto at Appendix 2.

1.9 
It is requested for the reasons set out in the letter of objection that a preservation order is not placed on the trees as it is not expedient, or that if the Committee resolve to confirm the Tree Preservation Order that six trees are excluded.
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2.0
The Tree’s Amenity Value
2.1 In accordance with The Department of Environment Transport and the Regions document, “Tree Preservation Orders A Guide to the Law and Good Practice” an objective assessment of the contribution of the trees to the public amenity of the locality was made. 

2.2 Each tree was assessed using the Tree Evaluation Method for Preservation Orders (TEMPO) system. A score is given to trees depending on five factors these being assessments of amenity, remaining longevity, relative public visibility, suitability for preservation, other factors and expediency. This enables the assessment to be objective and meet the criteria for the making of a tree preservation as set out in the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 and Tree Preservation Orders A Guide to the Law and Good Practice.

2.3 The TEMPO assessment found the trees had a score that warranted the statutory protection afforded by a Tree Preservation Order. The TEMPO Assessment sheets are attached hereto at Appendix 3.

3.0
Summary of Objections to Tree Preservation Order 237

3.1
The following objections have been made to the Tree Preservation Order:

(i) Commercial woodlands under the same ownership are well managed, so it is not expedient to make the trees in the Garth, Lanercost Priory the subject of a tree preservation order as they are also under good management. 

(ii) Only trees where there was a perceived risk of failure have been removed, and that consent for the removal of these trees may have been forthcoming, had they been protected and an application been made to remove them; and

(iii) A management plan is being formulated for the trees in the Garth that English Heritage can endorse.

(iv) Trees that are dead, dying or dangerous should not be protected. Four of the trees currently pose an unacceptable level of risk to people and the fabric of the Scheduled Monument. Two further trees will require risk abatement work in the future and these trees should not be included within the Tree Preservation Order. The trees being T3, T4, T7, T9, T10 and T11 within the Tree Preservation Order.
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3.2 In considering the above objections Officers have the following comments to make:

(i) Commercial woodland requires a completely different management regime to that of amenity trees, and ancient trees such as the two trees either side of the gate require particularly sensitive management. It was clear to the Officer at the time of the site visit that very little if any management of the trees in the Garth has been undertaken. Mr Steer in his letter of objection states that four trees “…currently pose an unacceptable level of risk to people and the fabric of the scheduled ancient monument and require some risk abatement work to be carried out on them as soon as practical”. This is work that would have been carried out as a matter of course were the trees under good management. For these reasons it is considered that the trees are not under good management and so meet the requirements of this element of the expediency test.

(ii) Removal of trees is not usually the only management option for a tree with defects. Each individual tree should be assessed on its own merits and the appropriate work, if any is necessary carried out. One tree was removed a number of years ago and no evidence exists as to whether or not the tree posed a genuine risk. However, the remains of the tree to the rear of the barns that are being developed, and which was felled on the 13 October 2008 were on site at the time of the Officers visit. No evidence of a risk of failure was evident from the remains, the trunk was not decayed, and the remains of the crown appeared healthy. Consent would not be granted for the removal of healthy trees, and arboricultural evidence of the risk they pose would have to be provided. 

(iii) Tree owners have a duty of care to ensure their trees do not cause foreseeable damage or injury. Following the recommendations in an arboricultural management plan will provide a sound basis for discharging this duty of care. However, it might not result in the replacement of trees that have been removed, leading to a loss of amenity and reduction in the character of the landscape. In the first instance the Tree Preservation Order will ensure that the existing trees are retained and appropriately managed for the long term, and not felled where the risks are only perceived. Secondly when there is a need to fell a tree the Tree Preservation Order makes provision for a replacement to be planted, albeit in this instance the replacement planting will require Scheduled Monument Consent. Officers have discussed the principle of tree replacement planting within the Garth with English Heritage who are not opposed to the idea subject to the planting not disturbing the archaeology. For example it may be possible to plant the
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replacement tree in the hollowed out stump of the tree it is replacing.

(iv) Trees are living and dynamic organisms that go through a life cycle that at times will result in defects arising that need remedial works. Officers accept that several of the trees on the site have structural defects that pose a risk to 

both people and the fabric of the scheduled monument. However, remedial works can be carried out to these trees to reduce the risk to an acceptable level, albeit an application to carry out the works will be required. It is only necessary to carry out such work as is appropriate to abate the risk and it is not necessary or appropriate in every instance to remove the whole tree. 
4.0
Conclusion
4.1 Whilst it is accepted that it will be necessary to consider works to the trees the Order does not prevent reasonable management, albeit that the prior consent of the Local Planning Authority is required.

4.2 Having duly considered the objections and having weighed these objections against the present and future amenity value of the trees it is considered that they will provide a significant level of public amenity for a reasonable period of time and therefore merit the protection afforded by a Tree Preservation Order.

5.0
Recommendation
5.1
It is recommended that the Committee resolve to confirm Tree Preservation Order 237 without modification.

Alan Eales

Head of Planning and Housing Services

	Contact Officer:
	Charles Bennett
	Ext:
	7535
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Tree Preservation Order 237
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SCHEDULE 1
'SPECIFICATION OF TREES

Troes specifid individually
(encirled in black on the map)

Situation

355510 663702
355457 563691
355457 563723
355453 563740
355469 563758
355473 563771
355603 563795
355528 563794
365545 563793
Sycamore 355579 563792
Sycamore 356509 663702
Lime 355504 563784
Southern Beech 356596 563771
‘Sycamore 356600 563761

Trees specified by reference to an area
(within a dotted biack ine on the map)

Description Situation

NONE

Groups of trees
(within a broken black fine on the map)

Woodiands
(within @ continuous black fine on the map)

NONE
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TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING (TREES) REGULATIONS 1899
‘As amended by the Town and Country Planning (Trees)(Amendment)(England)
Rogutations 2008

‘Town and Country Planning Act 1990
The Council of the City of Carlisle (Lanercost Priory, Lanercost) Tree Preservation
‘Order 2008 No.237.

“The Council of the Cty of Carisle in exarcise of the powers conforred on them by soctons:
198,201 and 203 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 hereby make the following

‘This Order may be cied s the Ciy of Carlsle (Lanercost Priory, Lanercost) Tree.
Preservation Order 2008 No.237

Interpretation
2 this Order “the authorty” means the Council of the City of Carlisle and unless the
‘context atherwise reqires, any reference in ths Order 0 a numbered section s a reference 1o
the section s0 numbered i the Town and Country Planning Act 1990.

Appllcation of section 201
3. The authoriy hereby direc that seclion 201 (provisionl tree preservation orders) shall
290 to s Order and, accordingl, this Ordr sl iake et provionaly o 27 October

Prohibited acts in relation to trees.
4. Without prefudico o subsections (5) and (7) of section 168 (power to make tree
preservation orders) or subsection (1) of section 200 (tree preservation orders: Forestry
Commissioners), and subjectto atce 5, no person shall—

(&) cut down, top, lop, uprool, wifly damage o wituly destroy; or

() cause or perit the cutting down, topping, lopping, uprootng. witul damage or
Wil destruction of,

‘any tree specified in Schedule 1 to his Order of comprised in a group of rees or in a
woodiend so specified, except wih the consent of the authority and, where such consent is
given subjectto conditions, in accordance with those conditons.

Exemptions
5—(1) Nothing in arice 4 shallprevent—
(8t coun ose, opkg o vrootgof o o by o ot e reqestof
undertaker, where the iand on which the lree is situated is operational
oo Sy ook o o s o

() In the nterests ofthe safe operation of the undertaking;

@ in connection with the nspection, repair o renewa o any sewers, mains,
Pipes, cables or ther apparatus of th situtory undertaker, of

(i 1o enable the stautory undertaker o cary out development ponitied by
or under the Town and Countyy Planning (General Permited
Development) Order 1695,

(aa) the cuting down, topping, lopping or uprooting of a tree where that work s
required to enable the implementation of an order made of confirmed under

A juliedoc pef - Adobe Mirosoft Word - Report
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TREE PRESERVATION ORDER No. TPO 237
LANERCOST PRIORY, LANERCOST, BRAMPTON

STATEMENT OF REASONS

By virtue of section 198 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 the local
planning authority may make a tree preservation order where it appears to the
authority that it is expedient i the interests of amenity to make provision for the
protection of trees and woodlands in its area.

The guidance set out in the Department of the Environment Transport and the.
Regions document Tree Preservation Orders, A Guide to the Law and Good
Practice’ states that tree preservation orders should be used to protect selected
trees and woodlands if their removal would have a significant impact on the local
environment and its enjoyment by the public.

Lanercost Priory is the site of an Augustine Monastery. To the west of the Church
and north of Abbey Farm is a garth that contains fourteen individual trees including
two veteran Sycamore trees framing the gate, and six groups of trees.

The trees are highly visible to the public from the adjacent roads and the many

visitors to the Priory and its grounds. They are a significant element in the character
of the area and setting of the Priory and associated buikdings. It is considered that
the loss of trees would have a significant detrimental impact on the local
environment and its enjoyment by the public.

Following the removal of ane Sycamore adjacent the farm outbuildings, for which
planning consent has been granted to prevent the further felling of trees the Council
of the City of Carlsle consider it appropriate to protect the trees on this site by
means of a Tree Preservation Order.
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‘permission’ in both of he Ciher piaces where.
those words appear;

(@ after think i, insert—
“Gincluding conditions limiting the duration of
the consent o requiring the replacement of
trees)’; and

(i) omit*subject 10 sections 91 and 92"

(6) After subsection (1) insert—

*(1A) Where an applcation relates to an area of
‘woodiand, the authority shall grant consent so far as
‘accords with the practice of good foresir, unless they are
satisfied that the granting of consent would fail o secure
the maintenance of the special charatler of the woodiand
o the woodiand character of the area.

(18) Wnere the authorty grant consent or the
feling of trees in a woodiand area they shall not
impose conditions requiring replacement whate such
foling s carried out in the course of forestry
‘operations (but may give directions for securing
replanting).”.

(c) Omit subseciions (2) and (3).

"Seclion 75 (efect of planning
permission)

(@) In subsection (1) substitute—

() *Any"for the words from “Without" to “any’;

(i)  “consent under a tree preservation order” for *planning
ermission to develop land':

(@) *the consent"for “the permisslon’; and

(W) “the and to which the order rlates®for e
land”.

(b) Omit subsections (2) and (3).

‘Seclion 78 (rght o appeal
‘against planning decisions
‘and faiure to take such
decisions)

@) In subsection (1) substiute—

@ “the authorty*for “a local pianning authorty";

(i) “consent under a tree preservation order for “planting
‘permission” in the first place where those words.
‘appear;

“consent under such an order” for “planning
pemission” in the second place where those words
appear,

for paragraph (c) substiute—

“(c)  give a direction under a ree preservation

order, o refuse an application for any
__consent, agreement or approval of that

i uledoct pof - Adobe...
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o0 or paagragh 150) of Schedule 1 10 the Hghways Act 1980
rocetres ot maling r g et rdrs and shey

(ab) the cutting down, topping, lopping or uprooling of a tree where that work is

®

©

‘urgently necessary for naional securly purposes;

he cuting down, or praciog o a o cutialed o the
mdwlh‘:nmmwumnmmhhh
s of hatbuiness o s

the pruning, in accordance with good horticutural practice, of any free cuttvated
forthe production offul

tho cutting down, oppig, opping or uprooing of a ree where that work is
oo 1y chabe & puen s Ml i pomission othe han an
uling planning permasion. or, wihoul pefud 1o, parsgraph (3}, 3
pomesn e by o e o Toun ns Gty Plring (G

‘wihout prefudics to secton 198(6)b), the feling or lopping of a ree o

cutting back of s foots by or a the request of, o in accordance wih  notice

e by  ens oker undr arageph o Schcul 4 b0 te Sty
‘108

(2) In paragraph (1), *statfory undertaker” means any of the ollowing—

‘2 relevant irport operator (within the meaning of Part V ofthe Aipots Act 1986),
the hoider ofa cence under section & of the Elecrcty Act 1989,
2 public gas ransportor,

he holder of  llenoe under secton 7 o tho Tolocommunications. Act 1984 to
‘whom the telscommunications code (wkthin the meaning of thet Act) s appled,

‘awater or sewerage underlaker,
the Givil Aviation Authorly or  body acting on behalfof that Authorit,
the Post Office.
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‘Application of provisions of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990
7—(1) The provisions of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 relaing (o registers,
‘appications, permissions and appeas mentioned in cokumn (1) of Part | of Schedule 2 o this
‘Order shall have effect, in relaion o consants under this Order and spplcatins for such
‘consent, subject o the adaptations and modifcations mentioned in colun (2.

() The provisions referred to in paragraph (1), as so adapted and modified, are sel out in
Partl of that Schedue.

Directions as to replanting
8.—(1) Where consent fs granted under this Order for the fellng in the course of forestry
‘operations of any part of a woodiand area, the authorty may give to the owner of the land on
‘which that partis situated (the felevant land") a direction n writing specling the manner in
‘which and the e within which he shall replat the relevant land.
{2) Where a directon is given under paragraph (1) and trees on the relevant fand are felled
(pursuant 1o the consent), the owner of that land shal replant i in accordance with the
direction.
(3) Adirection under paragraph (1) may include requirements as to—

() species;

(6)  number of roes per hectare;

(6)  the preparation ofthe relevant and prior o the replanting; and

(@) the erection offencing necessary for the protection of he newly panted rees.

Compensation
9—(1) W, on a claim under this artice, a person establishes that loss or damage has been
‘caused or incured in consequence of—

(@) the refusal of any consent required under tis Order; or
(6)  the grant of any ssch consent subject to conditons,
e shall subject o paragraphs (3) and (4, be entted fo compensation fom the authoriy.
(2) No ciaim, other than a claim made under paragraph (3), may be made under this aricie—
(@) if more than 12 months has elapsed since the date of the authoriy's decision
or, where such a decision s the subject of an appeal o the Secretary of State,
the date ofthe final determination of the appeal; or

®) i the amount in respect of which the claim would otherwise have boen made is
less than £500.

(3) Where the authorkt refuse consent under this Order for the fellng i the course of forestry
‘operations of any part of a woodiand area, they shal not be required (o pay don to
‘any person other than the owner of the land; and siuch compensation shall be fmited o an
‘amount equal o any depreciation n the value of the trees which is atrbutable to deterioration
In the qualy ofthe timber in consequence of the rfusal.

(9 1n any other case, no compensaton shal be payable to & person—
(@) forloss of development value or other diminution n the value ofthe land;

= 170 237 Lanercost P, A juliedoc pef - Adobe Micrasoft Word - Report
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for foss or damage which, having regard to the appiication and the documents.
‘and particulars accompanying i, was ot reasonably foresoeable when consent
was refused or was granted subject fo condtions;

(@) for loss or damage reasonably foresseable by that person and attibutable to is:
faiure {0 take reasonable steps to avert the loss o damage or 1o mitgate s
extent or

(@ for costs incurred in appeaiing 1o the Secretary of State against the refusal of
‘any consent required under this Order or the grant of any such consent subject
o condilons.

(5) _Subsections (3) to (5) o secton 11 (terms of compensaton on refusal o icence) of the
Forestry Act 1967 shall apply o the assessment of under paragraph (3) as it

‘apples 1o the assessment of compensation where a felng lcence s ofused under section 10
(appiication for feing ioence and decision of Commissioners thereon) of hat Act as i for any

©) Inthis aricle—

*development vaiue" means an increase In value atirbuable fo
‘development; and, in relaion to any land, tho development of it
clearing of ; and

“owner” has the meaning given to t by section 34 of the Forestiy Act 1067.
Dated this 27th day of Octobor 2008

[Executed 25 a Deed by affxing the Common Seal
of the Counci of the Clty of Carfsle]
in the presence of -

o
Del.r:ctorﬁ;wu&
i

[CONFIRMAT
e Ondor was confimed by the Coarc of e Chy of s ot st on e

[This Order was confimed by the Councl of the Ciy of Carisle subject to the modificaions
indicated by [} 1
onthe  dayof

Adthorised| ‘sign inthat behaf]

[DECISION NOT TO CONFIRM ORDER
IA decision not o confirn this Order was taken by the Council of the City of Carisle] on the
dayof

A juliedoc pef - Adobe 14/ Microsoft Word - Report

16105




[image: image9.png]uliedoc. pdf - Adobe Reader

Fle Edt Vew Document Tools Window Help

gﬁ\jj ED[c]is ®® [l o

Find B

gy AT
e ey BTN
‘under the reference number | i e

Rty Cor s 9 v

[REVOCATION OF ORDER
[This Order was revoked by the Council of the City of Carisle] on the [
‘under the referenco number

Rty s o 5 5 i
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SCHEDULE 2

PART |
PROVISIONS OF THE TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990 APPLIED
'WITH ADAPTATIONS OR MODIFICATIONS

—

‘Adzptation or Modifcation

@) In subsection (1)—
O omit—

*,in such manner as may be prescribed by a
dovelopment order,’,

“5uch’ in the second place where it appears, and
*as may be so prescribed”; and
(@ substitue ‘matters relevant to tree preservation
orders made by the authorty” for “applicatins for
‘planning permission”.
(®) In subsecton (2}—

O stercontan” nsent”, s regards ssch such oxdr'
an

@ for paragraphs (2) and (b) substtute—

(a)  detais of every appiication under the order
‘and of the authority's decision (i any) in
relation to each such application, and

() astatement as o the subject-matter of every
‘appeal under the order and of the date and
nature of the Secretary of State's
determination of "

(c) Omit subsections (3) and (4) (as required by section 198(4)).

@) In subsection (11—
@ substitte—

*Subject to subsections (1A) and (1B), where™
for Where";

“the authority” for“a local planning authorty"
“consent under a tree preservalion order” for
“planning permission” where those words first
appear, and

“consent under the order” for “planning





[image: image11.png]uliedoc1. pdf - Adobe Reader

Fle Edt Vew Document Tools Window Help

5 & e

“authort required by such a dreclion; o

fail o determine any such application a5 is
referred to i paragraphs (a) to (c) whin the
period of 8 weeks beginning with the ate on
‘which the application was received by the
authority.”.

(b) Omit subsection (2).

(¢) In subsaction (3) for *served within such time and in such manner
‘a5 may be prescribed by a development order.” substtute—

“in wiiing addressed to the Secretary of State, specifying the
grounds on which the appeal is made; and such notice shall
be served—

(8 inrespect of a matier mentioned in any of
paragraphs (a) to (c) of subsection (1), within
the period of 28 days from the receip of
nolification of the authority’s decision or
direcion or within such longer period as the
‘Secretary of State may alow;

in respect of such a falure as is mentioned in
paragraph (d) of that subsection, at any time afer
the expiration of the period mertioned i that
paragraph, but f the authority have informed the
applcant that the applicaion has been refused, or
granted subject to condrtons, before an appeal has
been made, an appeal may Gnly be made against
that efusal or grant

(d) For subsection (4), substitute—

“(4) The appelant shall serve on the authority 8 copy of the
notice mentioned in subsection (3)".

(€) For subsection (5). substtute—

“(5) For the purposes of the appiication of section 7(1), in

reation to an appeal made under subsection (1)(d), it shall be:

assumed hthe autory decded o s e sppcatin
question.”.

“Seclon 79 (determination of | (@) In subsecions (1) and (2), substiute “the authorly” or the local
‘appeals) ‘planning authorty”.

(b) Omit subsection (3).
() In subsection (4), substitute—

() section 70(1), (1A) and (1B)" for "sectons 70, 72(1)
‘and (5), 73 and 73A and Part | of Schedule §';

(i) “consent under a tree preservation order” for
“planning permission’; and

(@) “the authorty” for“the ocal planning authority and a
development order may apply, with or without

i uledoct pof - Adobe...
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modifcations, to such an appeal any requirements.
imposed by a development order by virtue of sections
850r74."

(d) Omit subsections (6) and (6A).

(e) In subsection (7), omitthe words after “section 78".
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PART I
PROVISIONS OF THE TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990,
'AS ADAPTED AND MODIFIED BY PART |
The following provisions_of the. Town and Country Planning Act 1990, as adapted and
‘modified by Part | o this Schedule, apply in relaion {0 consents, and applcations for consent,
under this Order.
Section 69

(1) Every local planning authority shall keep a register containing information with respect fo
matters relevant o tree preservation orders made by the authoriy.

(2) The register shall contain, as regards each such order—

(a)  detalls of every appication under the order and of the authorit's decision (i
‘any) inrelation to each such appication, and

 statement as to the subjoct-matter of evory appeal under the order and of e
date and nature of the Secretary of State's defermination of t.

(5) Every register kept under this seclion shall be avaiable for inspection by the public at al
reasonable hours.

Section 70

(1) Sublect to subsections (1A) and (18), where an appiication is made 1o the authoriy for
‘consent under a tree preservation order—

(@) they may grant consent under the order, elther uncondiionally or subject fo
such condtions as they think i (including conditins limiting the duration of the:
‘consent or requiring the replacement of rees); or
() they may refuse consent under the order.
(1A)' Where an appiicaton relates {o an area of woodland, the authorly shall grant consent so
far @5 accords with the practics of good foresty, uniess they are satisfied thal the granting of
‘consent would fail to secure the malntenance of the special character of the woodiand o the
‘woodland character of the area.
(18) Where the autharity grant consent fo the feling of trees In a woodiand area they shall

ot impose conditions requiring repiacement where such felling is carried out in the course of
forestry operations (but may give directions for securing replanting).

Section 75
Any grant of consent under a tree order shall (except in 50 far as the consent
‘otherwise provides) enure for the of the land to which the order refates and of all
‘persons for the time being interested in t.

Section 78

(4) Where the authorty—

(8)  refuse an appication for consent under-a tree preservation order or grant It
‘subject to condilions;

|7 i uledoct pof - Adobe...
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tefuse an applioaton for any consent, agreement or approval of that authorky
required by a condion imposed on a grant of consent under such an ofder of
grant it subject o conditons;

(©) give a direcion under a tree preservation order, o refuse an appicaton for any
consent, agreement o approval o that authory required by such a direction; or

(@ fai to determine any such appicalion as is referred 10 in paragraphs (a) to (c)
within the period of 8 weeks beginning with the date on which the appication
was received by the authorty,

the applicant may by notice appeal o the Secretary of State.

(3) Any appeal under this section shall be made by notice in wriling addressed to the.
Seortay of S, spctyng e gouns on ich e appea i mace; and such o shal

(8)  in respect of a matter mentioned in any of paragraphs (@) to (c) of subsection

(1), within the period of 28 days from the receipt of notification of the authority's
decison or directin or within such longer period as the Secretary of State may
allow;
n respect of such a failure as is mentoned in paragraph (d) of that subsection,
at any time after the expiration of the period mentioned in that paragraph, but i
the authority have informed the applicant that the appiication has been refused,
or granted subject 1o condifions, before an appeal has been made, an appeal
may only be made against that refusal or grant.

) e ppotantshall serve on the uthrty a copy ofth noce merioned in ubsocton

(5) For the purposes of the appiication of section 78(1), in relation 1o an appeal made under
subsection (1)(d), it shall be assumed that the authority decided o refuse the application in

Section 79
(1) On an appeal under section 78 the Secretary of State may—
(@) allow or dismiss the appeal, or

(6)  reverse or vary any part of the decision of the authorty (Whether the appeal
elates to that part of R or not),

‘and may deal with the appiication s if it had been made 10 him in the firstinstance.
(2) Before delermining an appeal under section 78 the Secretary of State shall f either the

appellant o the authorlly 50 wish, give each of them an opportunity of appearing before and
Mwmﬂw.mw&wmwu&umm “

@ Subict o subsecton (2, the proviionsofsecion 70(1). (1) and (18) hall apphy, wi
‘any.necessary modifcation, in relation to an appeal 0 the Secretary of State under section
78 2s they apply n relation to an applcation for consent under a tree preservation order which
falls to be detemmined by the cuthorty.

|7 )
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(5) The decision of the Secretary of Stale on such an appeal shallbe final.

(7) Schedule 6 applies to appeals under section 78.
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‘permission’ in both of he Ciher piaces where.
those words appear;

(@ after think i, insert—
“Gincluding conditions limiting the duration of
the consent o requiring the replacement of
trees)’; and

(i) omit*subject 10 sections 91 and 92"

(®) After subsection (1) insert—

*(1A) Where an applcation reiates
woodiand, the authority shall grant cons

(18) Whero o authrtygrant conent o e
follng o rees in a woodiand area they shall ot

impose conditions requiring replacement whate such
oling & caried out 1 he coure offorestry
‘operations (but may give directions for securing
teplanting).”.

(c) Omit subseciions (2) and (3).

Sec TS R o
permission)

(@) In subsection (1) substiute—
() *Any"for the words from “Without" to “any’;

(i)  “consent under a tree preservation order” for *planning
ermission to develop land':
(i)  “the consent" for “the permission”; and

(W) “the and to which the order rlates®for e
land”.

(b) Omit subsections (2) and (3).

@) In subsection (1) substite—
@ “the authorty*for “a local pianning authorty";

() *consent under a tree preservation order” for “planning
pernision’ n th st place where those words

“consent under such an order”for“planning
permission’ in the second place where those words
appear;

for paragraph (c) substiute—
") gea desclon under s e pesevsion
order,

o refuse an applcaton for any
agreement or approval

of that
i uledoct pof - Adobe...
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The Garth, Lanercost Priory

Close to the southern boundary

No  Species DBH  Height Vigour Age Class Observations Location of Defect  Defects Defect
Severity
1 Sycamore @ e ‘Moderste Vitality Matwre  Lower branches removed toa height of Trunk Pruning wounds Minor
about ém. <I3min diameter; o apparent
decay
Tuigs Dead Mincr
2 Sycamore ® 165 Eaty Dectine Ol Mature Whole Tree Reduced vitality Moderste
Tuigs Dead Mincr
Trunk Lower branches removed; wounds. Minor
<25cmin diameter, no appavent
decay.
Crown Weight biased Mincr

To the SSE & the building
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Appendix 2

Objections to the making of Tree Preservation Order 237

and 

Officers Reply

Treescapes Consultancy Ltd.

Melbourne

17 Millans Park

Ambleside

Cumbria

LA22 9AG

Telephone 015394 34698 (Home)

07734 113964 (Mobile)

Directors: Luke Steer BSc.(Hons), Dip.Arb.(RFS), F.Arbor.A. MICFor. & Miss A.J. Liversage

Treescapes Consultancy Ltd. Registered in England, Company No: 5607845

Registered Office: Melbourne, 17 Millans Park, Ambleside, Cumbria. LA22 9AG

22 December 2008

To: Mr J.M. Egan

Director of Legal & Democratic Services

Carlisle City Council

Civic Centre

Carlisle

CA3 8QG

Dear Mr Egan

THE CITY OF CARLISLE (LANERCOST PRIORY, LANERCOST) TPO 237

Thank you for allowing us until the end of this month to object to TPO 237. I have

now inspected the trees included in this TPO and notes on their species, size and

condition are appended to this letter. The First Schedule of TPO 237 lists fourteen

trees individually and thirty one others in six different groups.

Within this letter I shall refer to the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (TCPA,

1990) and the DETR publication: Tree Preservation Orders – A Guide to the Law and

Good Practice (Anon, 2000).

Expediency to protect trees with a TPO

Section 198 (1) of the TCPA, 1990 gives local planning authorities (LPAs) the power

to make TPOs if they consider it ‘expedient in the interests of amenity.’ Anon (2000,

Section 3.4) states: ‘it is unlikely be expedient to make a TPO in respect of trees

which are under good arboricultural or silvicultural management.’

Mr Howard, the owner of The Garth, also owns five hundred acres of woodland and

employs a specialist forestry agent to help him manage them. 

Mr Howard has a very good relationship with the Forestry Commission and manages his forestry estate in accordance with national and international standards. He is currently converting a conifer plantation on the site of an ancient semi-natural woodland back to native woodland to enable it to provide both landscape and wildlife benefits.

Mr Howard is very proud of the management of his estate and the land around

Lanercost Priory as can be seen by the high standard of the re-development of the

redundant farm buildings adjacent to The Garth that was consented by your Authority.

At present he is working to enhance the enjoyment of visitors to Lanercost Priory.

The final paragraph of the Statement of Reasons for serving the TPO issued by

Carlisle City Council states: ‘Following the removal of one sycamore adjacent to the

form outbuildings, for which planning consent has been granted, to prevent the

further felling of trees the Council of the City of Carlisle consider it appropriate to

protect the trees on this site by means of a Tree Preservation Order.’

During the last few years two trees have been removed in The Garth. I have been

informed that the first was completely rotten and overhanging the buildings and the

second was leaning towards them. These trees were removed because there was a

perceived risk of them failing and damaging the buildings and I suggest that it is

possible that your authority would have granted permission for this work had these

trees been protected at the time they were felled.

The Garth is included in the: Lanercost Augustinian Priory, Precinct Wall and

Medieval Standing Cross Base, scheduled ancient monument (Ref:23689). Mr

Howard has instructed me to liaise with English Heritage and formulate a

Management Plan for the trees within The Garth that they are able to endorse.

In a letter that Mr Howard sent to me dated 30 October 2008 he states that he is

‘totally in favour of preservation and the good management of all of the trees on the

site…’

The points listed above lead me to suggest that the trees protected by TPO 237 are

under good management and, according Anon (2000, Section 3.4) it therefore isn’t

‘expedient’ to protect them with this TPO.

Trees that are dead, dying or dangerous

Section 198 (6) (a) of the TCPA (1990) states that ‘no such order shall apply to the

cutting down, uprooting, topping or lopping of trees which are dying or dead or have

become dangerous.’ Furthermore Anon (2000, Section 3.2) states that: In the

Secretary of State’s view, it would be inappropriate to make a TPO in respect of a

tree which is dead, dying or dangerous.’ I consider that four sycamores listed in my

schedule as trees 4, 5, 14 and 17 (T3, T4, T9 and T11 in the TPO) currently pose an

unacceptable level of risk to people and the fabric of the scheduled ancient monument

and require some risk abatement work to be carried out on them as soon as possible. I

also recommend that in the future other risk abatement work will be required on some

of the remaining trees, specifically trees 11 and 16 (T7 and T10 in the TPO). I

therefore suggest that if you are minded to confirm this TPO it should be modified to

exclude these trees.

Request to speak at the council meeting where the confirmation of this TPO is to

be decided

Mr Howard and/or myself would like to have the opportunity to speak at the council

meeting where it will be decided whether or not to confirm TPO 237. We therefore

request that the committee agenda should be sent to us along with any other

documents relating to this case.

Please contact me if you would like to discuss TPO 237 or any of the points I have

made in this letter.

Yours sincerely

Luke Steer

Chartered Arboriculturist

Email: luketreescapes@btinternet.com

	
	

	Mr Steer

Treescapes Consultancy Ltd

Melbourne

17 Millans Park

Ambleside

Cumbria

LA22 9AG
	
	Please ask for:
	Charles Bennett

	
	
	Direct Line:
	01228 817535

	
	
	E-mail:
	charlesb@carlisle.gov.uk

	
	
	Your ref:
	

	
	
	Our ref:
	CB/TPO 237

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


22 December 2008

Dear Mr Steer

OBJECTION TO TREE PRESERVATION ORDER 237

LANERCOST PRIORY, LANERCOST, CUMBRIA

Thank you for your letter dated 22 December 2008 setting out your objections to Tree Preservation Order 237. I note that your objections concern the expediency of making the order, and the protection of dead dying or dangerous trees and I deal with these in that order.

Expediency to protect trees with a tree preservation order

Whilst Mr Howard’s management of woodland in accordance with good forestry practice is commendable it is the management of the trees in the Garth that has resulted in this tree preservation order. I observed at the time of my site visit that there has been little or no management of these trees in recent years, except for the removal of two trees. Your letter of objection also states that risk abatement work is required to a number of trees further indicating a lack of good management.

Whilst one tree was felled a couple of years ago and evidence of its structural condition and health have been removed, the remains of the recently felled tree were still on site at the time I made a site visit. There was no evidence of any significant decay, structural defects, or decline in the health of the tree that would indicate a risk of failure. Furthermore, in the newspaper reports of the felling of this tree another reason given for its removal was because it was encroaching on the development. Speculation that consent would have been granted for the removal of these trees had the Order been in force at the time is just that, speculation.

Whilst a management plan for the trees in the Garth is being developed in association with English Heritage, no such plan currently exists, and may not even come to fruition, so cannot be relied upon to provide for the good management of the trees.

There is no evidence of good management of the trees in the Garth. The only evident management being the felling of two trees, one of which appeared to be in good health. Therefore, I consider that the expediency test as it relates to good management has been satisfied. 

Trees that are dead dying or dangerous

Whilst the Secretary of State may consider it inappropriate to protect trees that are dead, dying, or dangerous this does not preclude the making of tree preservation orders to protect such trees. 

Indeed, it may be appropriate in certain circumstances to make trees that can be described as dying or dangerous the subject of tree preservation orders. Such circumstances would include the protection of trees to ensure their replacement. This is particularly relevant at this location due to the treescapes significant contribution to the character of the area, and the scheduled monument status of the site making tree replacement more difficult than would normally be the case.

Also, the making of an Order to protect ancient trees such as those either side of the entrance gate is not inappropriate taking into account the cultural and environmental significance of these trees.

Trees are living and dynamic organisms and most trees, especially those in the public realm will require some management during their lives and the trees at the Garth are no exception. Whilst the existence of the tree preservation order requires that an application for consent is made for works to the protected trees, appropriate works in accordance with best practice would not be refused. 

I note from your letter that you wish to take up the "right to speak at" Committee in relation to the above Tree Preservation Order and I can confirm that arrangements will be made for you to attend and address the Committee meeting when the application is being presented for confirmation.

A copy of the "Right to Speak" policy is incorporated as an appendix to this letter and is also available on the City Council's website www.carlisle.gov.uk.  You will note from the details provided that you are entitled to address the Committee for a maximum of three minutes, though you must confine your comments to relevant matters. 

It is my intention to place this item before the Development Control Committee at its meeting on the 30 January 2009. The Committee meets in the Council Chamber at the Civic Centre, Rickergate, Carlisle, CA3 8QG and the meeting commences at 10:00am.  Unless you indicate otherwise, you will be expected to attend the meeting and the Report on the Tree Preservation Order will be listed in the Agenda to be discussed at the Committee with similar applications where the "Right to Speak“ will be exercised.

If you are unclear about the arrangements or wish to clarify any aspect of the application and its details, please contact the Case Officer whose name and telephone number appears at the top of this letter.

However, for the reasons set out above I trust that you are able to withdraw your objection to Tree Preservation Order 237 Lanercost Priory.
Yours sincerely
C Bennett
Landscape Architect/Tree Officer

THE SCHEME FOR REPRESENTATIONS IN RESPECT OF PLANNING APPLICATIONS ‘THE RIGHT TO SPEAK’

INTRODUCTION
The Development Control Committee at the meeting on the 30 September 2005 resolved to amend the Scheme for Representations in Respect of Planning Applications ‘The Right to Speak’ as set out below.

SCHEME DETAILS

1.0
Introduction

1.1
The provisions of this Right to Speak Scheme only apply to the consideration by the Development Control Committee, or Council of:-

Applications under Town and Country Planning legislation for Planning Permission, Listed Building Consent, Advertisement Consent, the making of Tree Preservation Orders or Conservation Area Consent (subsequently referred to in this scheme as planning applications).

1.2
The Right to Speak Scheme allows members of the public and Ward Councillors objecting to an application to speak during the consideration of that planning application.  It also allows applicants or their agent(s) making the application on their behalf, the opportunity to respond to these objections, in accordance with the following provisions.

1.3
It allows only Ward Councillors or Applicants/Agents the Right to Speak in support of an application irrespective of whether it is recommended for approval or refusal. 

2.0
Registering the Right to Speak

2.1
If any person, including Ward Councillors, wish to exercise a right to speak in accordance with Section 1.0 above, they must contact the Head of Planning Services and register their Right to Speak within the 28 day consultation period in respect of the relevant application.

2.2
The registration of a Right to Speak must be made in writing (whether by letter, email or fax) and should outline the objection to the application.

2.3
The Head of Planning Services will acknowledge receipt of the registration and advise the person so registering of the date on which the matter will be considered by the Council’s Development Control Committee.  The Head of Planning Services will also provide detail of this scheme.

2.4
If an Objector has registered a right to speak then an Applicant/Agent/Ward Councillor has the Right to Speak in response irrespective of whether they have registered their Right to Speak within the aforementioned 28 day consultation period.  The Applicant/Agent will be advised of this right by the Head of Planning Services as appropriate.

2.5
In the event that a Ward Councillor has been approached to represent people in their Ward outwith the 28 day consultation period but prior to the application being determined under delegated powers they will be able to ask for the application to be referred to  the Committee.

 2.6
Where an objector or applicant/agent considers there are factual errors in the officer’s report on an application this should be clarified in writing as soon as possible but at least two days before the Committee.  A person making representations shall not be permitted to present to the Committee or Council any written or pictorial material that has not been lodged with the Head Planning Services at least two days before the Committee. However, it would be helpful if a person has prepared their presentation in writing if a copy could be left with the Committee Clerk at the Committee. 

3.0
Procedural Matters

3.1
The following procedure shall apply in respect of each planning application in respect of which a member of the public or Ward Councillor or Applicant/Agent has registered a wish to speak in accordance with this scheme:  

(i)
Introduction of item by officers;

(ii)
Presentation of their objection by those members of the public (or their nominated representative) or Ward Councillor who have registered to speak;

(iii)
The applicant or agent shall be afforded the right of response;

(iv)
OR, the Ward Councillor or Applicant/Agent shall speak in support of the planning application (providing that they have complied with the registration of the right to speak requirements);

(v)
Consideration by the Committee of the application, which may include clarification by the Chairman and Members of any points made during presentations or responses to them.

3.2
All parties making representations must confine themselves to material planning and land use matters. Only material planning matters can be considered when deciding a planning application.  These include, amongst other things, design, siting, privacy, loss of trees and nuisance from noise and smells.  Other matters such as parking provision and highway matters are technical issues on which the Council receives advice from the Highway Authority and forms advice which the Council has to have regard to in making its decision. 

3.3 Matters that are not material planning considerations cannot be considered by the Development Control Committee these include, amongst other things, loss of views, loss of property value, trade competition, private rights and legal disputes.  


If these matters are mentioned the Chairman will remind the Committee that these are not material planning considerations and must not be taken into account when coming to their decision on the application.

3.4
No more than three minutes in total will be allowed for representations and three minutes for responses in respect of each application provided that:-

(i)
Where more than one objector to an application, wishes to speak, the Chairman may, if she/he considers it appropriate to the effective achievement of the business of the meeting, require that a spokesperson be appointed to represent the voices of the objectors as the case may be;

(ii)
The Chairman has the discretion to limit the representations made or responses by applicants or agents should the information being presented be a repetition of written or oral submissions previously made;

(iii)
The Chairman may vary the order of representation if she/he considers that it is convenient and conducive to the business of the Committee or Council and will not cause any prejudice to the parties concerned. 

(iv)
Neither persons making objections nor applicants or agents will be allowed to question each other, Members of the Committee or officers.

3.5
The Chairman may suspend the operation of this scheme during the consideration of any application or for the remainder of the meeting if she/he considers it necessary so to do for the purpose of maintaining order at the meeting.  The Chairman has absolute discretion in the interpretation of the scheme.

3.6
A planning application is sometimes deferred from one meeting of the Development Control Committee or Council to another. If an application is to be deferred those wishing to make objections/speak in support will be offered the opportunity by the Chairman to speak either at this time or a subsequent Committee when the application is considered.  The Scheme does not afford the opportunity to speak more than once other than if the Chairman of that meeting considers that there have been significant amendments to the application.

3.7
Persons making representations, applicants and Elected Members of the City Council are reminded that all planning decisions are taken under the guidance of the Council's Code of Conduct on Planning Matters. A copy of the Code is available from the Council on request.

4.0
Extent of Scheme
4.1
This Scheme has been introduced to allow objectors to, and certain supporters of, applications the right to speak at Development Control Committee meetings and to ensure that the applicants/agents are given the right of reply.

4.2
The Scheme does not permit supporters other than Ward Councillors or Applicants/Agents to register the right to speak in support of an application, irrespective of whether the Officer recommendation on the particular application is for approval or refusal.

Adopted by the Development Control Committee 30 September 2005.
Appendix 3

Tree Evaluation Method for Preservation Orders (TEMPO) Assessment

TREE EVALUATION METHOD FOR PRESERVATION ORDERS (TEMPO)

SURVEY DAT SHEET AND DECISION GUIDE



REFER TO GUIDANCE NOTES FOR ALL DEFINITIONS

Part 1: Amenity assessment

a) Condition and suitability for TPO


5) Good


 Highly Suitable

3) Fair


 Suitable

1) Poor


 Unlikely to be suitable

0) Dead


 Unsuitable

0)Dying/Dangerous* 

Unsuitable

*Relates to existing context and is intended to apply to irremediable defects only

b) Retention span (in years) & suitability for TPO


5) 100+


Highly suitable

4) 40-100


Very suitable

2)20-40 Suitable

1) 10-20


Just suitable

0) <10*


Unsuitable

*Includes trees which are an existing or near future nuisance, including those clearly outgrowing their context, or which are significantly negating the potential of other trees.

c) Relative public visibility & suitability for TPO

*Consider realistic potential for future visibility with changed land use.


5) Very large trees with some visibility , or prominent large trees    Highly suitable

4) Large trees, or medium trees clearly visible to the public
    Suitable

3) Medium trees, or large trees with limited view only

    Suitable

2) Young, small, medium/large trees visible only with difficulty
    Barely suitable

1) Trees not visible to public regardless of size


    Probably unsuitable

d)   Other factors

Trees must have accrued 7 or more points (with no zero score) to qualify


5) Principal component of arboricultural feature, or veteran trees

4) Tree groups, or members of groups important for their cohesion

3) Trees with identifiable historic, commemorative or habitat importance

2) Trees of particularly good form, especially if rare or unusual

1) Trees with none of the above redeeming features

Part 2: Expediency assessment

Trees must have accrued 9 or more points to qualify


5) Immediate threat to tree

3) Foreseeable threat to tree

2) Perceived threat to tree

1) Precautionary only

Part 3: Decision guide

Any 0

Do not apply TPO

1-6 TPO indefensible

7-10 Does not merit TPO

11-14 TPO defensible

15+

Definitely merits TPO

TREE EVALUATION METHOD FOR PRESERVATION ORDERS (TEMPO)

SURVEY DAT SHEET AND DECISION GUIDE



REFER TO GUIDANCE NOTES FOR ALL DEFINITIONS

Part 1: Amenity assessment

d) Condition and suitability for TPO


5) Good


 Highly Suitable

3) Fair


 Suitable

1) Poor


 Unlikely to be suitable

0) Dead


 Unsuitable

0)Dying/Dangerous* 

Unsuitable

*Relates to existing context and is intended to apply to irremediable defects only

e) Retention span (in years) & suitability for TPO


5) 100+


Highly suitable

4) 40-100


Very suitable

2)20-41 Suitable

1) 10-20


Just suitable

0) <10*


Unsuitable

*Includes trees which are an existing or near future nuisance, including those clearly outgrowing their context, or which are significantly negating the potential of other trees.

f) Relative public visibility & suitability for TPO

*Consider realistic potential for future visibility with changed land use.


5) Very large trees with some visibility , or prominent large trees    Highly suitable

4) Large trees, or medium trees clearly visible to the public
    Suitable

3) Medium trees, or large trees with limited view only

    Suitable

2) Young, small, medium/large trees visible only with difficulty
    Barely suitable

1) Trees not visible to public regardless of size


    Probably unsuitable

d)   Other factors

Trees must have accrued 7 or more points (with no zero score) to qualify


5) Principal component of arboricultural feature, or veteran trees

4) Tree groups, or members of groups important for their cohesion

3) Trees with identifiable historic, commemorative or habitat importance

2) Trees of particularly good form, especially if rare or unusual

1) Trees with none of the above redeeming features

Part 2: Expediency assessment

Trees must have accrued 9 or more points to qualify


5) Immediate threat to tree

3) Foreseeable threat to tree

2) Perceived threat to tree

1) Precautionary only

Part 3: Decision guide


Any 0

Do not apply TPO

1-7 TPO indefensible

7-11 Does not merit TPO

11-15 TPO defensible

15+

Definitely merits TPO

TREE EVALUATION METHOD FOR PRESERVATION ORDERS (TEMPO)

SURVEY DAT SHEET AND DECISION GUIDE



REFER TO GUIDANCE NOTES FOR ALL DEFINITIONS

Part 1: Amenity assessment

g) Condition and suitability for TPO


5) Good


 Highly Suitable

3) Fair


 Suitable

1) Poor


 Unlikely to be suitable

0) Dead


 Unsuitable

0)Dying/Dangerous* 

Unsuitable

*Relates to existing context and is intended to apply to irremediable defects only

h) Retention span (in years) & suitability for TPO


5) 100+


Highly suitable

4) 40-100


Very suitable

2)20-42 Suitable

1) 10-20


Just suitable

0) <10*


Unsuitable

*Includes trees which are an existing or near future nuisance, including those clearly outgrowing their context, or which are significantly negating the potential of other trees.

i) Relative public visibility & suitability for TPO

*Consider realistic potential for future visibility with changed land use.


5) Very large trees with some visibility , or prominent large trees    Highly suitable

4) Large trees, or medium trees clearly visible to the public
    Suitable

3) Medium trees, or large trees with limited view only

    Suitable

2) Young, small, medium/large trees visible only with difficulty
    Barely suitable

1) Trees not visible to public regardless of size


    Probably unsuitable

d)   Other factors

Trees must have accrued 7 or more points (with no zero score) to qualify


5) Principal component of arboricultural feature, or veteran trees

4) Tree groups, or members of groups important for their cohesion

3) Trees with identifiable historic, commemorative or habitat importance

2) Trees of particularly good form, especially if rare or unusual

1) Trees with none of the above redeeming features

Part 2: Expediency assessment

Trees must have accrued 9 or more points to qualify


5) Immediate threat to tree

3) Foreseeable threat to tree

2) Perceived threat to tree

1) Precautionary only

Part 3: Decision guide


Any 0

Do not apply TPO

1-8 TPO indefensible

7-12 Does not merit TPO

11-16 TPO defensible

15+

Definitely merits TPO

TREE EVALUATION METHOD FOR PRESERVATION ORDERS (TEMPO)

SURVEY DAT SHEET AND DECISION GUIDE



REFER TO GUIDANCE NOTES FOR ALL DEFINITIONS

Part 1: Amenity assessment

j) Condition and suitability for TPO


5) Good


 Highly Suitable

3) Fair


 Suitable

1) Poor


 Unlikely to be suitable

0) Dead


 Unsuitable

0)Dying/Dangerous* 

Unsuitable

*Relates to existing context and is intended to apply to irremediable defects only

k) Retention span (in years) & suitability for TPO


5) 100+


Highly suitable

4) 40-100


Very suitable

2)20-43 Suitable

1) 10-20


Just suitable

0) <10*


Unsuitable

*Includes trees which are an existing or near future nuisance, including those clearly outgrowing their context, or which are significantly negating the potential of other trees.

l) Relative public visibility & suitability for TPO

*Consider realistic potential for future visibility with changed land use.


5) Very large trees with some visibility , or prominent large trees    Highly suitable

4) Large trees, or medium trees clearly visible to the public
    Suitable

3) Medium trees, or large trees with limited view only

    Suitable

2) Young, small, medium/large trees visible only with difficulty
    Barely suitable

1) Trees not visible to public regardless of size


    Probably unsuitable

d)   Other factors

Trees must have accrued 7 or more points (with no zero score) to qualify


5) Principal component of arboricultural feature, or veteran trees

4) Tree groups, or members of groups important for their cohesion

3) Trees with identifiable historic, commemorative or habitat importance

2) Trees of particularly good form, especially if rare or unusual

1) Trees with none of the above redeeming features

Part 2: Expediency assessment

Trees must have accrued 9 or more points to qualify


5) Immediate threat to tree

3) Foreseeable threat to tree

2) Perceived threat to tree

1) Precautionary only

Part 3: Decision guide


Any 0

Do not apply TPO

1-9 TPO indefensible

7-13 Does not merit TPO

11-17 TPO defensible

15+

Definitely merits TPO

TREE EVALUATION METHOD FOR PRESERVATION ORDERS (TEMPO)

SURVEY DAT SHEET AND DECISION GUIDE



REFER TO GUIDANCE NOTES FOR ALL DEFINITIONS

Part 1: Amenity assessment

m) Condition and suitability for TPO


5) Good


 Highly Suitable

3) Fair


 Suitable

1) Poor


 Unlikely to be suitable

0) Dead


 Unsuitable

0)Dying/Dangerous* 

Unsuitable

*Relates to existing context and is intended to apply to irremediable defects only

n) Retention span (in years) & suitability for TPO


5) 100+


Highly suitable

4) 40-100


Very suitable

2)20-44 Suitable

1) 10-20


Just suitable

0) <10*


Unsuitable

*Includes trees which are an existing or near future nuisance, including those clearly outgrowing their context, or which are significantly negating the potential of other trees.

o) Relative public visibility & suitability for TPO

*Consider realistic potential for future visibility with changed land use.


5) Very large trees with some visibility , or prominent large trees    Highly suitable

4) Large trees, or medium trees clearly visible to the public
    Suitable

3) Medium trees, or large trees with limited view only

    Suitable

2) Young, small, medium/large trees visible only with difficulty
    Barely suitable

1) Trees not visible to public regardless of size


    Probably unsuitable

d)   Other factors

Trees must have accrued 7 or more points (with no zero score) to qualify


5) Principal component of arboricultural feature, or veteran trees

4) Tree groups, or members of groups important for their cohesion

3) Trees with identifiable historic, commemorative or habitat importance

2) Trees of particularly good form, especially if rare or unusual

1) Trees with none of the above redeeming features

Part 2: Expediency assessment

Trees must have accrued 9 or more points to qualify


5) Immediate threat to tree

3) Foreseeable threat to tree

2) Perceived threat to tree

1) Precautionary only

Part 3: Decision guide


Any 0

Do not apply TPO

1-10 TPO indefensible

7-14 Does not merit TPO

11-18 TPO defensible

15+

Definitely merits TPO

TREE EVALUATION METHOD FOR PRESERVATION ORDERS (TEMPO)

SURVEY DAT SHEET AND DECISION GUIDE



REFER TO GUIDANCE NOTES FOR ALL DEFINITIONS

Part 1: Amenity assessment

p) Condition and suitability for TPO


5) Good


 Highly Suitable

3) Fair


 Suitable

1) Poor


 Unlikely to be suitable

0) Dead


 Unsuitable

0)Dying/Dangerous* 

Unsuitable

*Relates to existing context and is intended to apply to irremediable defects only

q) Retention span (in years) & suitability for TPO


5) 100+


Highly suitable

4) 40-100


Very suitable

2)20-45 Suitable

1) 10-20


Just suitable

0) <10*


Unsuitable

*Includes trees which are an existing or near future nuisance, including those clearly outgrowing their context, or which are significantly negating the potential of other trees.

r) Relative public visibility & suitability for TPO

*Consider realistic potential for future visibility with changed land use.


5) Very large trees with some visibility , or prominent large trees    Highly suitable

4) Large trees, or medium trees clearly visible to the public
    Suitable

3) Medium trees, or large trees with limited view only

    Suitable

2) Young, small, medium/large trees visible only with difficulty
    Barely suitable

1) Trees not visible to public regardless of size


    Probably unsuitable

d)   Other factors

Trees must have accrued 7 or more points (with no zero score) to qualify


5) Principal component of arboricultural feature, or veteran trees

4) Tree groups, or members of groups important for their cohesion

3) Trees with identifiable historic, commemorative or habitat importance

2) Trees of particularly good form, especially if rare or unusual

1) Trees with none of the above redeeming features

Part 2: Expediency assessment

Trees must have accrued 9 or more points to qualify


5) Immediate threat to tree

3) Foreseeable threat to tree

2) Perceived threat to tree

1) Precautionary only

Part 3: Decision guide


Any 0

Do not apply TPO

1-11 TPO indefensible

7-15 Does not merit TPO

11-19 TPO defensible

15+

Definitely merits TPO

TREE EVALUATION METHOD FOR PRESERVATION ORDERS (TEMPO)

SURVEY DAT SHEET AND DECISION GUIDE



REFER TO GUIDANCE NOTES FOR ALL DEFINITIONS

Part 1: Amenity assessment

s) Condition and suitability for TPO


5) Good


 Highly Suitable

3) Fair


 Suitable

1) Poor


 Unlikely to be suitable

0) Dead


 Unsuitable

0)Dying/Dangerous* 

Unsuitable

*Relates to existing context and is intended to apply to irremediable defects only

t) Retention span (in years) & suitability for TPO


5) 100+


Highly suitable

4) 40-100


Very suitable

2)20-46 Suitable

1) 10-20


Just suitable

0) <10*


Unsuitable

*Includes trees which are an existing or near future nuisance, including those clearly outgrowing their context, or which are significantly negating the potential of other trees.

u) Relative public visibility & suitability for TPO

*Consider realistic potential for future visibility with changed land use.


5) Very large trees with some visibility , or prominent large trees    Highly suitable

4) Large trees, or medium trees clearly visible to the public
    Suitable

3) Medium trees, or large trees with limited view only

    Suitable

2) Young, small, medium/large trees visible only with difficulty
    Barely suitable

1) Trees not visible to public regardless of size


    Probably unsuitable

d)   Other factors

Trees must have accrued 7 or more points (with no zero score) to qualify


5) Principal component of arboricultural feature, or veteran trees

4) Tree groups, or members of groups important for their cohesion

3) Trees with identifiable historic, commemorative or habitat importance

2) Trees of particularly good form, especially if rare or unusual

1) Trees with none of the above redeeming features

Part 2: Expediency assessment

Trees must have accrued 9 or more points to qualify


5) Immediate threat to tree

3) Foreseeable threat to tree

2) Perceived threat to tree

1) Precautionary only

Part 3: Decision guide


Any 0

Do not apply TPO

1-12 TPO indefensible

7-16 Does not merit TPO

11-20 TPO defensible

15+

Definitely merits TPO

TREE EVALUATION METHOD FOR PRESERVATION ORDERS (TEMPO)

SURVEY DAT SHEET AND DECISION GUIDE



REFER TO GUIDANCE NOTES FOR ALL DEFINITIONS

Part 1: Amenity assessment

v) Condition and suitability for TPO


5) Good


 Highly Suitable

3) Fair


 Suitable

1) Poor


 Unlikely to be suitable

0) Dead


 Unsuitable

0)Dying/Dangerous* 

Unsuitable

*Relates to existing context and is intended to apply to irremediable defects only

w) Retention span (in years) & suitability for TPO


5) 100+


Highly suitable

4) 40-100


Very suitable

2)20-47 Suitable

1) 10-20


Just suitable

0) <10*


Unsuitable

*Includes trees which are an existing or near future nuisance, including those clearly outgrowing their context, or which are significantly negating the potential of other trees.

x) Relative public visibility & suitability for TPO

*Consider realistic potential for future visibility with changed land use.


5) Very large trees with some visibility , or prominent large trees    Highly suitable

4) Large trees, or medium trees clearly visible to the public
    Suitable

3) Medium trees, or large trees with limited view only

    Suitable

2) Young, small, medium/large trees visible only with difficulty
    Barely suitable

1) Trees not visible to public regardless of size


    Probably unsuitable

d)   Other factors

Trees must have accrued 7 or more points (with no zero score) to qualify


5) Principal component of arboricultural feature, or veteran trees

4) Tree groups, or members of groups important for their cohesion

3) Trees with identifiable historic, commemorative or habitat importance

2) Trees of particularly good form, especially if rare or unusual

1) Trees with none of the above redeeming features

Part 2: Expediency assessment

Trees must have accrued 9 or more points to qualify


5) Immediate threat to tree

3) Foreseeable threat to tree

2) Perceived threat to tree

1) Precautionary only

Part 3: Decision guide


Any 0

Do not apply TPO

1-13 TPO indefensible

7-17 Does not merit TPO

11-21 TPO defensible

15+

Definitely merits TPO

TREE EVALUATION METHOD FOR PRESERVATION ORDERS (TEMPO)

SURVEY DAT SHEET AND DECISION GUIDE



REFER TO GUIDANCE NOTES FOR ALL DEFINITIONS

Part 1: Amenity assessment

y) Condition and suitability for TPO


5) Good


 Highly Suitable

3) Fair


 Suitable

1) Poor


 Unlikely to be suitable

0) Dead


 Unsuitable

0)Dying/Dangerous* 

Unsuitable

*Relates to existing context and is intended to apply to irremediable defects only

z) Retention span (in years) & suitability for TPO


5) 100+


Highly suitable

4) 40-100


Very suitable

2)20-48 Suitable

1) 10-20


Just suitable

0) <10*


Unsuitable

*Includes trees which are an existing or near future nuisance, including those clearly outgrowing their context, or which are significantly negating the potential of other trees.

aa) Relative public visibility & suitability for TPO

*Consider realistic potential for future visibility with changed land use.


5) Very large trees with some visibility , or prominent large trees    Highly suitable

4) Large trees, or medium trees clearly visible to the public
    Suitable

3) Medium trees, or large trees with limited view only

    Suitable

2) Young, small, medium/large trees visible only with difficulty
    Barely suitable

1) Trees not visible to public regardless of size


    Probably unsuitable

d)   Other factors

Trees must have accrued 7 or more points (with no zero score) to qualify


5) Principal component of arboricultural feature, or veteran trees

4) Tree groups, or members of groups important for their cohesion

3) Trees with identifiable historic, commemorative or habitat importance

2) Trees of particularly good form, especially if rare or unusual

1) Trees with none of the above redeeming features

Part 2: Expediency assessment

Trees must have accrued 9 or more points to qualify


5) Immediate threat to tree

3) Foreseeable threat to tree

2) Perceived threat to tree

1) Precautionary only

Part 3: Decision guide


Any 0

Do not apply TPO

1-14 TPO indefensible

7-18 Does not merit TPO

11-22 TPO defensible

15+

Definitely merits TPO

TREE EVALUATION METHOD FOR PRESERVATION ORDERS (TEMPO)

SURVEY DAT SHEET AND DECISION GUIDE



REFER TO GUIDANCE NOTES FOR ALL DEFINITIONS

Part 1: Amenity assessment

ab) Condition and suitability for TPO


5) Good


 Highly Suitable

3) Fair


 Suitable

1) Poor


 Unlikely to be suitable

0) Dead


 Unsuitable

0)Dying/Dangerous* 

Unsuitable

*Relates to existing context and is intended to apply to irremediable defects only

ac) Retention span (in years) & suitability for TPO


5) 100+


Highly suitable

4) 40-100


Very suitable

2)20-49 Suitable

1) 10-20


Just suitable

0) <10*


Unsuitable

*Includes trees which are an existing or near future nuisance, including those clearly outgrowing their context, or which are significantly negating the potential of other trees.

ad) Relative public visibility & suitability for TPO

*Consider realistic potential for future visibility with changed land use.


5) Very large trees with some visibility , or prominent large trees    Highly suitable

4) Large trees, or medium trees clearly visible to the public
    Suitable

3) Medium trees, or large trees with limited view only

    Suitable

2) Young, small, medium/large trees visible only with difficulty
    Barely suitable

1) Trees not visible to public regardless of size


    Probably unsuitable

d)   Other factors

Trees must have accrued 7 or more points (with no zero score) to qualify


5) Principal component of arboricultural feature, or veteran trees

4) Tree groups, or members of groups important for their cohesion

3) Trees with identifiable historic, commemorative or habitat importance

2) Trees of particularly good form, especially if rare or unusual

1) Trees with none of the above redeeming features

Part 2: Expediency assessment

Trees must have accrued 9 or more points to qualify


5) Immediate threat to tree

3) Foreseeable threat to tree

2) Perceived threat to tree

1) Precautionary only

Part 3: Decision guide


Any 0

Do not apply TPO

1-15 TPO indefensible

7-19 Does not merit TPO

11-23 TPO defensible

15+

Definitely merits TPO

TREE EVALUATION METHOD FOR PRESERVATION ORDERS (TEMPO)

SURVEY DAT SHEET AND DECISION GUIDE



REFER TO GUIDANCE NOTES FOR ALL DEFINITIONS

Part 1: Amenity assessment

ae) Condition and suitability for TPO


5) Good


 Highly Suitable

3) Fair


 Suitable

1) Poor


 Unlikely to be suitable

0) Dead


 Unsuitable

0)Dying/Dangerous* 

Unsuitable

*Relates to existing context and is intended to apply to irremediable defects only

af) Retention span (in years) & suitability for TPO


5) 100+


Highly suitable

4) 40-100


Very suitable

2)20-50 Suitable

1) 10-20


Just suitable

0) <10*


Unsuitable

*Includes trees which are an existing or near future nuisance, including those clearly outgrowing their context, or which are significantly negating the potential of other trees.

ag) Relative public visibility & suitability for TPO

*Consider realistic potential for future visibility with changed land use.


5) Very large trees with some visibility , or prominent large trees    Highly suitable

4) Large trees, or medium trees clearly visible to the public
    Suitable

3) Medium trees, or large trees with limited view only

    Suitable

2) Young, small, medium/large trees visible only with difficulty
    Barely suitable

1) Trees not visible to public regardless of size


    Probably unsuitable

d)   Other factors

Trees must have accrued 7 or more points (with no zero score) to qualify


5) Principal component of arboricultural feature, or veteran trees

4) Tree groups, or members of groups important for their cohesion

3) Trees with identifiable historic, commemorative or habitat importance

2) Trees of particularly good form, especially if rare or unusual

1) Trees with none of the above redeeming features

Part 2: Expediency assessment

Trees must have accrued 9 or more points to qualify


5) Immediate threat to tree

3) Foreseeable threat to tree

2) Perceived threat to tree

1) Precautionary only

Part 3: Decision guide


Any 0

Do not apply TPO

1-16 TPO indefensible

7-20 Does not merit TPO

11-24 TPO defensible

15+

Definitely merits TPO

TREE EVALUATION METHOD FOR PRESERVATION ORDERS (TEMPO)

SURVEY DAT SHEET AND DECISION GUIDE



REFER TO GUIDANCE NOTES FOR ALL DEFINITIONS

Part 1: Amenity assessment

ah) Condition and suitability for TPO


5) Good


 Highly Suitable

3) Fair


 Suitable

1) Poor


 Unlikely to be suitable

0) Dead


 Unsuitable

0)Dying/Dangerous* 

Unsuitable

*Relates to existing context and is intended to apply to irremediable defects only

ai) Retention span (in years) & suitability for TPO


5) 100+


Highly suitable

4) 40-100


Very suitable

2)20-51 Suitable

1) 10-20


Just suitable

0) <10*


Unsuitable

*Includes trees which are an existing or near future nuisance, including those clearly outgrowing their context, or which are significantly negating the potential of other trees.

aj) Relative public visibility & suitability for TPO

*Consider realistic potential for future visibility with changed land use.


5) Very large trees with some visibility , or prominent large trees    Highly suitable

4) Large trees, or medium trees clearly visible to the public
    Suitable

3) Medium trees, or large trees with limited view only

    Suitable

2) Young, small, medium/large trees visible only with difficulty
    Barely suitable

1) Trees not visible to public regardless of size


    Probably unsuitable

d)   Other factors

Trees must have accrued 7 or more points (with no zero score) to qualify


5) Principal component of arboricultural feature, or veteran trees

4) Tree groups, or members of groups important for their cohesion

3) Trees with identifiable historic, commemorative or habitat importance

2) Trees of particularly good form, especially if rare or unusual

1) Trees with none of the above redeeming features

Part 2: Expediency assessment

Trees must have accrued 9 or more points to qualify


5) Immediate threat to tree

3) Foreseeable threat to tree

2) Perceived threat to tree

1) Precautionary only

Part 3: Decision guide


Any 0

Do not apply TPO

1-17 TPO indefensible

7-21 Does not merit TPO

11-25 TPO defensible

15+

Definitely merits TPO

TREE EVALUATION METHOD FOR PRESERVATION ORDERS (TEMPO)

SURVEY DAT SHEET AND DECISION GUIDE



REFER TO GUIDANCE NOTES FOR ALL DEFINITIONS

Part 1: Amenity assessment

ak) Condition and suitability for TPO


5) Good


 Highly Suitable

3) Fair


 Suitable

1) Poor


 Unlikely to be suitable

0) Dead


 Unsuitable

0)Dying/Dangerous* 

Unsuitable

*Relates to existing context and is intended to apply to irremediable defects only

al) Retention span (in years) & suitability for TPO


5) 100+


Highly suitable

4) 40-100


Very suitable

2)20-52 Suitable

1) 10-20


Just suitable

0) <10*


Unsuitable

*Includes trees which are an existing or near future nuisance, including those clearly outgrowing their context, or which are significantly negating the potential of other trees.

am) Relative public visibility & suitability for TPO

*Consider realistic potential for future visibility with changed land use.


5) Very large trees with some visibility , or prominent large trees    Highly suitable

4) Large trees, or medium trees clearly visible to the public
    Suitable

3) Medium trees, or large trees with limited view only

    Suitable

2) Young, small, medium/large trees visible only with difficulty
    Barely suitable

1) Trees not visible to public regardless of size


    Probably unsuitable

d)   Other factors

Trees must have accrued 7 or more points (with no zero score) to qualify


5) Principal component of arboricultural feature, or veteran trees

4) Tree groups, or members of groups important for their cohesion

3) Trees with identifiable historic, commemorative or habitat importance

2) Trees of particularly good form, especially if rare or unusual

1) Trees with none of the above redeeming features

Part 2: Expediency assessment

Trees must have accrued 9 or more points to qualify


5) Immediate threat to tree

3) Foreseeable threat to tree

2) Perceived threat to tree

1) Precautionary only

Part 3: Decision guide


Any 0

Do not apply TPO

1-18 TPO indefensible

7-22 Does not merit TPO

11-26 TPO defensible

15+

Definitely merits TPO

TREE EVALUATION METHOD FOR PRESERVATION ORDERS (TEMPO)

SURVEY DAT SHEET AND DECISION GUIDE



REFER TO GUIDANCE NOTES FOR ALL DEFINITIONS

Part 1: Amenity assessment

an) Condition and suitability for TPO


5) Good


 Highly Suitable

3) Fair


 Suitable

1) Poor


 Unlikely to be suitable

0) Dead


 Unsuitable

0)Dying/Dangerous* 

Unsuitable

*Relates to existing context and is intended to apply to irremediable defects only

ao) Retention span (in years) & suitability for TPO


5) 100+


Highly suitable

4) 40-100


Very suitable

2)20-53 Suitable

1) 10-20


Just suitable

0) <10*


Unsuitable

*Includes trees which are an existing or near future nuisance, including those clearly outgrowing their context, or which are significantly negating the potential of other trees.

ap) Relative public visibility & suitability for TPO

*Consider realistic potential for future visibility with changed land use.


5) Very large trees with some visibility , or prominent large trees    Highly suitable

4) Large trees, or medium trees clearly visible to the public
    Suitable

3) Medium trees, or large trees with limited view only

    Suitable

2) Young, small, medium/large trees visible only with difficulty
    Barely suitable

1) Trees not visible to public regardless of size


    Probably unsuitable

d)   Other factors

Trees must have accrued 7 or more points (with no zero score) to qualify


5) Principal component of arboricultural feature, or veteran trees

4) Tree groups, or members of groups important for their cohesion

3) Trees with identifiable historic, commemorative or habitat importance

2) Trees of particularly good form, especially if rare or unusual

1) Trees with none of the above redeeming features

Part 2: Expediency assessment

Trees must have accrued 9 or more points to qualify


5) Immediate threat to tree

3) Foreseeable threat to tree

2) Perceived threat to tree

1) Precautionary only

Part 3: Decision guide


Any 0

Do not apply TPO

1-19 TPO indefensible

7-23 Does not merit TPO

11-27 TPO defensible

15+

Definitely merits TPO

TREE EVALUATION METHOD FOR PRESERVATION ORDERS (TEMPO)

SURVEY DAT SHEET AND DECISION GUIDE



REFER TO GUIDANCE NOTES FOR ALL DEFINITIONS

Part 1: Amenity assessment

aq) Condition and suitability for TPO


5) Good


 Highly Suitable

3) Fair


 Suitable

1) Poor


 Unlikely to be suitable

0) Dead


 Unsuitable

0)Dying/Dangerous* 

Unsuitable

*Relates to existing context and is intended to apply to irremediable defects only

ar) Retention span (in years) & suitability for TPO


5) 100+


Highly suitable

4) 40-100


Very suitable

2)20-54 Suitable

1) 10-20


Just suitable

0) <10*


Unsuitable

*Includes trees which are an existing or near future nuisance, including those clearly outgrowing their context, or which are significantly negating the potential of other trees.

as) Relative public visibility & suitability for TPO

*Consider realistic potential for future visibility with changed land use.


5) Very large trees with some visibility , or prominent large trees    Highly suitable

4) Large trees, or medium trees clearly visible to the public
    Suitable

3) Medium trees, or large trees with limited view only

    Suitable

2) Young, small, medium/large trees visible only with difficulty
    Barely suitable

1) Trees not visible to public regardless of size


    Probably unsuitable

d)   Other factors

Trees must have accrued 7 or more points (with no zero score) to qualify


5) Principal component of arboricultural feature, or veteran trees

4) Tree groups, or members of groups important for their cohesion

3) Trees with identifiable historic, commemorative or habitat importance

2) Trees of particularly good form, especially if rare or unusual

1) Trees with none of the above redeeming features

Part 2: Expediency assessment

Trees must have accrued 9 or more points to qualify


5) Immediate threat to tree

3) Foreseeable threat to tree

2) Perceived threat to tree

1) Precautionary only

Part 3: Decision guide


Any 0

Do not apply TPO

1-20 TPO indefensible

7-24 Does not merit TPO

11-28 TPO defensible

15+

Definitely merits TPO

TREE EVALUATION METHOD FOR PRESERVATION ORDERS (TEMPO)

SURVEY DAT SHEET AND DECISION GUIDE



REFER TO GUIDANCE NOTES FOR ALL DEFINITIONS

Part 1: Amenity assessment

at) Condition and suitability for TPO


5) Good


 Highly Suitable

3) Fair


 Suitable

1) Poor


 Unlikely to be suitable

0) Dead


 Unsuitable

0)Dying/Dangerous* 

Unsuitable

*Relates to existing context and is intended to apply to irremediable defects only

au) Retention span (in years) & suitability for TPO


5) 100+


Highly suitable

4) 40-100


Very suitable

2)20-55 Suitable

1) 10-20


Just suitable

0) <10*


Unsuitable

*Includes trees which are an existing or near future nuisance, including those clearly outgrowing their context, or which are significantly negating the potential of other trees.

av) Relative public visibility & suitability for TPO

*Consider realistic potential for future visibility with changed land use.


5) Very large trees with some visibility , or prominent large trees    Highly suitable

4) Large trees, or medium trees clearly visible to the public
    Suitable

3) Medium trees, or large trees with limited view only

    Suitable

2) Young, small, medium/large trees visible only with difficulty
    Barely suitable

1) Trees not visible to public regardless of size


    Probably unsuitable

d)   Other factors

Trees must have accrued 7 or more points (with no zero score) to qualify


5) Principal component of arboricultural feature, or veteran trees

4) Tree groups, or members of groups important for their cohesion

3) Trees with identifiable historic, commemorative or habitat importance

2) Trees of particularly good form, especially if rare or unusual

1) Trees with none of the above redeeming features

Part 2: Expediency assessment

Trees must have accrued 9 or more points to qualify


5) Immediate threat to tree

3) Foreseeable threat to tree

2) Perceived threat to tree

1) Precautionary only

Part 3: Decision guide


Any 0

Do not apply TPO

1-21 TPO indefensible

7-25 Does not merit TPO

11-29 TPO defensible

15+

Definitely merits TPO

TREE EVALUATION METHOD FOR PRESERVATION ORDERS (TEMPO)

SURVEY DAT SHEET AND DECISION GUIDE



REFER TO GUIDANCE NOTES FOR ALL DEFINITIONS

Part 1: Amenity assessment

aw) Condition and suitability for TPO


5) Good


 Highly Suitable

3) Fair


 Suitable

1) Poor


 Unlikely to be suitable

0) Dead


 Unsuitable

0)Dying/Dangerous* 

Unsuitable

*Relates to existing context and is intended to apply to irremediable defects only

ax) Retention span (in years) & suitability for TPO


5) 100+


Highly suitable

4) 40-100


Very suitable

2)20-56 Suitable

1) 10-20


Just suitable

0) <10*


Unsuitable

*Includes trees which are an existing or near future nuisance, including those clearly outgrowing their context, or which are significantly negating the potential of other trees.

ay) Relative public visibility & suitability for TPO

*Consider realistic potential for future visibility with changed land use.


5) Very large trees with some visibility , or prominent large trees    Highly suitable

4) Large trees, or medium trees clearly visible to the public
    Suitable

3) Medium trees, or large trees with limited view only

    Suitable

2) Young, small, medium/large trees visible only with difficulty
    Barely suitable

1) Trees not visible to public regardless of size


    Probably unsuitable

d)   Other factors

Trees must have accrued 7 or more points (with no zero score) to qualify


5) Principal component of arboricultural feature, or veteran trees

4) Tree groups, or members of groups important for their cohesion

3) Trees with identifiable historic, commemorative or habitat importance

2) Trees of particularly good form, especially if rare or unusual

1) Trees with none of the above redeeming features

Part 2: Expediency assessment

Trees must have accrued 9 or more points to qualify


5) Immediate threat to tree

3) Foreseeable threat to tree

2) Perceived threat to tree

1) Precautionary only

Part 3: Decision guide


Any 0

Do not apply TPO

1-22 TPO indefensible

7-26 Does not merit TPO

11-30 TPO defensible

15+

Definitely merits TPO

TREE EVALUATION METHOD FOR PRESERVATION ORDERS (TEMPO)

SURVEY DAT SHEET AND DECISION GUIDE



REFER TO GUIDANCE NOTES FOR ALL DEFINITIONS

Part 1: Amenity assessment

az) Condition and suitability for TPO


5) Good


 Highly Suitable

3) Fair


 Suitable

1) Poor


 Unlikely to be suitable

0) Dead


 Unsuitable

0)Dying/Dangerous* 

Unsuitable

*Relates to existing context and is intended to apply to irremediable defects only

ba) Retention span (in years) & suitability for TPO


5) 100+


Highly suitable

4) 40-100


Very suitable

2)20-57 Suitable

1) 10-20


Just suitable

0) <10*


Unsuitable

*Includes trees which are an existing or near future nuisance, including those clearly outgrowing their context, or which are significantly negating the potential of other trees.

bb) Relative public visibility & suitability for TPO

*Consider realistic potential for future visibility with changed land use.


5) Very large trees with some visibility , or prominent large trees    Highly suitable

4) Large trees, or medium trees clearly visible to the public
    Suitable

3) Medium trees, or large trees with limited view only

    Suitable

2) Young, small, medium/large trees visible only with difficulty
    Barely suitable

1) Trees not visible to public regardless of size


    Probably unsuitable

d)   Other factors

Trees must have accrued 7 or more points (with no zero score) to qualify


5) Principal component of arboricultural feature, or veteran trees

4) Tree groups, or members of groups important for their cohesion

3) Trees with identifiable historic, commemorative or habitat importance

2) Trees of particularly good form, especially if rare or unusual

1) Trees with none of the above redeeming features

Part 2: Expediency assessment

Trees must have accrued 9 or more points to qualify


5) Immediate threat to tree

3) Foreseeable threat to tree

2) Perceived threat to tree

1) Precautionary only

Part 3: Decision guide


Any 0

Do not apply TPO

1-23 TPO indefensible

7-27 Does not merit TPO

11-31 TPO defensible

15+

Definitely merits TPO

TREE EVALUATION METHOD FOR PRESERVATION ORDERS (TEMPO)

SURVEY DAT SHEET AND DECISION GUIDE



REFER TO GUIDANCE NOTES FOR ALL DEFINITIONS

Part 1: Amenity assessment

bc) Condition and suitability for TPO


5) Good


 Highly Suitable

3) Fair


 Suitable

1) Poor


 Unlikely to be suitable

0) Dead


 Unsuitable

0)Dying/Dangerous* 

Unsuitable

*Relates to existing context and is intended to apply to irremediable defects only

bd) Retention span (in years) & suitability for TPO


5) 100+


Highly suitable

4) 40-100


Very suitable

2)20-58 Suitable

1) 10-20


Just suitable

0) <10*


Unsuitable

*Includes trees which are an existing or near future nuisance, including those clearly outgrowing their context, or which are significantly negating the potential of other trees.

be) Relative public visibility & suitability for TPO

*Consider realistic potential for future visibility with changed land use.


5) Very large trees with some visibility , or prominent large trees    Highly suitable

4) Large trees, or medium trees clearly visible to the public
    Suitable

3) Medium trees, or large trees with limited view only

    Suitable

2) Young, small, medium/large trees visible only with difficulty
    Barely suitable

1) Trees not visible to public regardless of size


    Probably unsuitable

d)   Other factors

Trees must have accrued 7 or more points (with no zero score) to qualify


5) Principal component of arboricultural feature, or veteran trees

4) Tree groups, or members of groups important for their cohesion

3) Trees with identifiable historic, commemorative or habitat importance

2) Trees of particularly good form, especially if rare or unusual

1) Trees with none of the above redeeming features

Part 2: Expediency assessment

Trees must have accrued 9 or more points to qualify


5) Immediate threat to tree

3) Foreseeable threat to tree

2) Perceived threat to tree

1) Precautionary only

Part 3: Decision guide


Any 0

Do not apply TPO

1-24 TPO indefensible

7-28 Does not merit TPO

11-32 TPO defensible

15+

Definitely merits TPO

TREE EVALUATION METHOD FOR PRESERVATION ORDERS (TEMPO)

SURVEY DAT SHEET AND DECISION GUIDE



REFER TO GUIDANCE NOTES FOR ALL DEFINITIONS

Part 1: Amenity assessment

bf) Condition and suitability for TPO


5) Good


 Highly Suitable

3) Fair


 Suitable

1) Poor


 Unlikely to be suitable

0) Dead


 Unsuitable

0)Dying/Dangerous* 

Unsuitable

*Relates to existing context and is intended to apply to irremediable defects only

bg) Retention span (in years) & suitability for TPO


5) 100+


Highly suitable

4) 40-100


Very suitable

2)20-59 Suitable

1) 10-20


Just suitable

0) <10*


Unsuitable

*Includes trees which are an existing or near future nuisance, including those clearly outgrowing their context, or which are significantly negating the potential of other trees.

bh) Relative public visibility & suitability for TPO

*Consider realistic potential for future visibility with changed land use.


5) Very large trees with some visibility , or prominent large trees    Highly suitable

4) Large trees, or medium trees clearly visible to the public
    Suitable

3) Medium trees, or large trees with limited view only

    Suitable

2) Young, small, medium/large trees visible only with difficulty
    Barely suitable

1) Trees not visible to public regardless of size


    Probably unsuitable

d)   Other factors

Trees must have accrued 7 or more points (with no zero score) to qualify


5) Principal component of arboricultural feature, or veteran trees

4) Tree groups, or members of groups important for their cohesion

3) Trees with identifiable historic, commemorative or habitat importance

2) Trees of particularly good form, especially if rare or unusual

1) Trees with none of the above redeeming features

Part 2: Expediency assessment

Trees must have accrued 9 or more points to qualify


5) Immediate threat to tree

3) Foreseeable threat to tree

2) Perceived threat to tree

1) Precautionary only

Part 3: Decision guide


Any 0

Do not apply TPO

1-25 TPO indefensible

7-29 Does not merit TPO

11-33 TPO defensible

15+

Definitely merits TPO

Tree details		


TPO Ref (if applicable)	Tree 10		Species: Sycamore


Owner (if known)			Location: Lanercost Priory

















Date:	15/10/08		Surveyor: Charles Bennett





Scores & Notes


5 Although small amount of dead wood consistent with age of tree





Scores & Notes


5





Scores & Notes


4 





Scores & Notes


4 Part of boundary feature row of trees





Scores & Notes


3 


Neighbouring tree that had no obvious defects recently felled. Possibly to allow for more light to the adjacent development





Decision


TPO  








Add scores for Total





21





Date:	15/10/08		Surveyor: Charles Bennett





Tree details		


TPO Ref (if applicable)	Tree 10		Species: Sycamore


Owner (if known)			Location: Lanercost Priory

















Scores & Notes


5 Although small amount of dead wood consistent with age of tree





Scores & Notes


5





Scores & Notes


4 





Scores & Notes


4 Part of boundary feature row of trees





Scores & Notes


3 


Neighbouring tree that had no obvious defects recently felled. Possibly to allow for more light to the adjacent development





Decision


TPO  








Add scores for Total





21





Date:	15/10/08		Surveyor: Charles Bennett





Tree details		


TPO Ref (if applicable)	Tree 11		Species: Sycamore


Owner (if known)			Location: Lanercost Priory

















Scores & Notes


5 Although small amount of dead wood consistent with age of tree





Scores & Notes


5





Scores & Notes


4 





Scores & Notes


4 Part of boundary feature row of trees





Scores & Notes


3 


Neighbouring tree that had no obvious defects recently felled. Possibly to allow for more light to the adjacent development





Decision


TPO  








Add scores for Total





21





Date:	15/10/08		Surveyor: Charles Bennett





Tree details		


TPO Ref (if applicable)	Tree 12		Species: Sycamore


Owner (if known)			Location: Lanercost Priory

















Scores & Notes


3 Sparse crown with the tree having shed some limbs on side adjacent road





Scores & Notes


4





Scores & Notes


4 





Scores & Notes


4 Part of boundary feature row of trees





Scores & Notes


3 


Neighbouring tree that had no obvious defects recently felled. Possibly to allow for more light to the adjacent development





Decision


TPO  








Add scores for Total





18





Date:	15/10/08		Surveyor: Charles Bennett





Tree details		


TPO Ref (if applicable)	Tree 13		Species: Southern Beech


Owner (if known)			Location: Lanercost Priory

















Scores & Notes


3 occluding cavity and associated decay in trunk





Scores & Notes


4





Scores & Notes


4 





Scores & Notes


4 Part of boundary feature row of trees





Scores & Notes


3 


Neighbouring tree that had no obvious defects recently felled. Possibly to allow for more light to the adjacent development





Decision


TPO  








Add scores for Total





18





Date:	15/10/08		Surveyor: Charles Bennett





Tree details		


TPO Ref (if applicable)	Tree 14		Species: Sycamore


Owner (if known)			Location: Lanercost Priory

















Scores & Notes


5





Scores & Notes


5





Scores & Notes


4





Scores & Notes


4 Part of boundary feature row of trees





Scores & Notes


3 


Neighbouring tree that had no obvious defects recently felled. Possibly to allow for more light to the adjacent development





Decision


TPO  








Add scores for Total





21





Date:	15/10/08		Surveyor: Charles Bennett





Tree details		


TPO Ref (if applicable)	Tree 2		Species: Sycamore


Owner (if known)			Location: Lanercost Priory

















Scores & Notes


3 In slight decline, but free of visible significant defects.





Scores & Notes


4 





Scores & Notes


4


Clearly visible 





Scores & Notes


1





Scores & Notes


3 


Neighbouring tree that had no obvious defects recently felled. Possibly to allow for more light to the adjacent development





Decision


TPO 








Add scores for Total





15





Date:	15/10/08		Surveyor: Charles Bennett





Tree details		


TPO Ref (if applicable)	Tree 3		Species: Sycamore


Owner (if known)			Location: Lanercost Priory

















Scores & Notes


1 Tree in decline. Significvant decay present and Polyporous squamosa brackets on the ground adjacent tree.





Scores & Notes


2 





Scores & Notes


5 Prominent tree, large and adjacent entrance gate 





Scores & Notes


5 Veteran tree





Scores & Notes


3 


Neighbouring tree that had no obvious defects recently felled. Possibly to allow for more light to the adjacent development





Decision


TPO 








Add scores for Total





16





Date:	15/10/08		Surveyor: Charles Bennett





Tree details		


TPO Ref (if applicable)	Tree 4		Species: Sycamore


Owner (if known)			Location: Lanercost Priory

















Scores & Notes


1 Tree in decline. Significvant decay present top blown out of tree.





Scores & Notes


2 





Scores & Notes


5 Prominent tree, large and adjacent entrance gate 





Scores & Notes


5 Veteran tree





Scores & Notes


3 


Neighbouring tree that had no obvious defects recently felled. Possibly to allow for more light to the adjacent development





Decision


TPO 








Add scores for Total





16





Date:	15/10/08		Surveyor: Charles Bennett





Tree details		


TPO Ref (if applicable)	Tree 5		Species: Sycamore


Owner (if known)			Location: Lanercost Priory

















Scores & Notes


3 Crown slightly sparse indicating slightly declining health.





Scores & Notes


4 





Scores & Notes


5 Prominent  large tree 





Scores & Notes


1





Scores & Notes


3 


Neighbouring tree that had no obvious defects recently felled. Possibly to allow for more light to the adjacent development





Decision


TPO 








Add scores for Total





16





Date:	15/10/08		Surveyor: Charles Bennett





Tree details		


TPO Ref (if applicable)	Tree 6		Species: Oak


Owner (if known)			Location: Lanercost Priory

















Scores & Notes


3 Healthy appearance although some dead stubs evident where tree has shed limbs





Scores & Notes


5





Scores & Notes


5 Prominent  large tree 





Scores & Notes


1





Scores & Notes


3 


Neighbouring tree that had no obvious defects recently felled. Possibly to allow for more light to the adjacent development





Decision


TPO 








Add scores for Total





17





Date:	15/10/08		Surveyor: Charles Bennett





Tree details		


TPO Ref (if applicable)	Tree 8		Species: Sycamore


Owner (if known)			Location: Lanercost Priory

















Scores & Notes


5





Scores & Notes


5





Scores & Notes


4 





Scores & Notes


4 Part of boundary feature row of trees





Scores & Notes


3 


Neighbouring tree that had no obvious defects recently felled. Possibly to allow for more light to the adjacent development





Decision


TPO  








Add scores for Total





21





Date:	15/10/08		Surveyor: Charles Bennett





Tree details		


TPO Ref (if applicable)	Tree 8		Species: Sycamore


Owner (if known)			Location: Lanercost Priory

















Scores & Notes


5





Scores & Notes


5





Scores & Notes


4 





Scores & Notes


4 Part of boundary feature row of trees





Scores & Notes


3 


Neighbouring tree that had no obvious defects recently felled. Possibly to allow for more light to the adjacent development





Decision


TPO  








Add scores for Total





21





Date:	15/10/08		Surveyor: Charles Bennett





Tree details		


TPO Ref (if applicable)	Group 3		Species: 8 Sycamore


Owner (if known)			Location: Lanercost Priory

















Scores & Notes


5





Scores & Notes


5





Scores & Notes


4





Scores & Notes


5 Trees planted in a circle of seven with another in middle





Scores & Notes


3 


Neighbouring tree that had no obvious defects recently felled. Possibly to allow for more light to the adjacent development





Decision


TPO  








Add scores for Total





22





Date:	15/10/08		Surveyor: Charles Bennett





Tree details		


TPO Ref (if applicable)	Group 3		Species: 8 Sycamore


Owner (if known)			Location: Lanercost Priory

















Scores & Notes


5





Scores & Notes


5





Scores & Notes


4





Scores & Notes


5 Trees planted in a circle of seven with another in middle





Scores & Notes


3 


Neighbouring tree that had no obvious defects recently felled. Possibly to allow for more light to the adjacent development





Decision


TPO  








Add scores for Total





22





Date:	15/10/08		Surveyor: Charles Bennett





Tree details		


TPO Ref (if applicable)	Group 4		Species: 5 Lime


Owner (if known)			Location: Lanercost Priory

















Scores & Notes


3 Two trees suppressed and drawn to the light





Scores & Notes


4





Scores & Notes


4





Scores & Notes


4 Cohesive group





Scores & Notes


3 


Neighbouring tree that had no obvious defects recently felled. Possibly to allow for more light to the adjacent development





Decision


TPO  








Add scores for Total





18





Date:	15/10/08		Surveyor: Charles Bennett





Tree details		


TPO Ref (if applicable)	Group 5		Species: 6 Beech


Owner (if known)			Location: Lanercost Priory

















Scores & Notes


3 One has slightly defective crown at  3m





Scores & Notes


4





Scores & Notes


4





Scores & Notes


4 Cohesive group





Scores & Notes


3 


Neighbouring tree that had no obvious defects recently felled. Possibly to allow for more light to the adjacent development





Decision


TPO  








Add scores for Total





18





Date:	15/10/08		Surveyor: Charles Bennett





Tree details		


TPO Ref (if applicable)	Group 6		Species: 5 Hornbeam


Owner (if known)			Location: Lanercost Priory

















Scores & Notes


3 One slightly stunted





Scores & Notes


4





Scores & Notes


4





Scores & Notes


4 Cohesive group





Scores & Notes


3 


Neighbouring tree that had no obvious defects recently felled. Possibly to allow for more light to the adjacent development





Decision


TPO  








Add scores for Total





18





Date:	15/10/08		Surveyor: Charles Bennett





Tree details		


TPO Ref (if applicable)	Tree 9		Species: Sycamore


Owner (if known)			Location: Lanercost Priory

















Scores & Notes


3 Slight crown thinning, some dead wood and basal decay





Scores & Notes


4





Scores & Notes


4 





Scores & Notes


4 Part of boundary feature row of trees





Scores & Notes


3 


Neighbouring tree that had no obvious defects recently felled. Possibly to allow for more light to the adjacent development





Decision


TPO  








Add scores for Total





18





Date:	15/10/08		Surveyor: Charles Bennett





Tree details		


TPO Ref (if applicable)	Group 1		Species: 4 Oak


Owner (if known)			Location: Lanercost Priory

















Scores & Notes


3 One Oak in poor condition but retention should be for as long as possible as will not be able to replant as Schedule Monument





Scores & Notes


5





Scores & Notes


4





Scores & Notes


4 Cohesive tree group





Scores & Notes


3 


Neighbouring tree that had no obvious defects recently felled. Possibly to allow for more light to the adjacent development





Decision


TPO  








Add scores for Total





19








27
1

