
 

 
 

 

 

 Report to Development 

Control Committee  
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Item: 

A.3 

  

Meeting Date: 22nd November 2019 

Portfolio: Economy, Enterprise and Housing 

Key Decision: Not Applicable: 

Within Policy and 

Budget Framework 
 

Public / Private Public 

 

Title: REVIEW OF TREE PRESERVATION ORDERS 148 & 247 AND 

THE MAKING OF TREE PRESERVATION ORDERS 307 & 308, 

GARLANDS, CARLISLE 

Report of: CORPORATE DIRECTOR OF ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 

Report Number: ED.38/19 

 

Purpose / Summary: 

 

This report updates members of the committee on matters raised following a review that 

has been undertaken on protected trees around the Garlands Estate, Carlisle. 

 

Recommendations: 

 

To confirm both new Orders TPO 307 and TPO 308 (with modifications) and revoke 

Orders 148 and 247. 

 

 

 

 

Tracking 

Executive:  

Scrutiny:  

Council:  

 

 

 



 

 
 

 

 

1. BACKGROUND 

 

1.1 In March 2014, the Government published guidance on Tree Preservation Orders 

and Trees in Conservation areas. The Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local 

Government state that authorities are advised to keep their Orders under review. 

Indeed, the PPG in Paragraph: 051 Reference ID: 36-051-20140306 (Revision Date 

06/03/2014) states: 

“Reassessing Orders helps to ensure that protection is still merited and Orders 

contain appropriate classifications. Authorities are advised to keep their Orders 

under review. For example, authorities should consider reviewing Orders protecting 

trees and woodlands affected by development or other change in land use since the 

Order was made. In addition, authorities may wish to set up a programme to review 

Orders that include the area classification.” 

 

1.1 TPO 148 ‘Land at the Garlands Hospital’ was confirmed in September 1999, in 

order to protect established trees prior to development commencing in 2001. TPO 

247 ‘the Former Garlands Hospital’ was later confirmed in September 2009. Both 

orders and ‘statement of reasons’ are attached to this report as Appendix A. 

 

1.2 Since making these orders, development has resulted in the original maps now 

bearing little resemblance to what is actually on the ground, which is the primary 

reason for reviewing the Orders. 

 

1.3 There have been many applications to carry out tree works over the years, as well 

as trees failing, (the most recent being a large Beech Tree falling onto Grade II 

Listed Building ‘Worthington Place’).  

 

1.4 A review was undertaken earlier this year on our behalf, by Amey Construction who 

are experienced Arboriculturalists. The exercise carried out a visual tree 

assessment from ground level using the Forbes-Laird Tree Evaluation Method for 

Preservation Orders (TEMPO). Their report was received and can be seen as  

Appendix B. 

 

1.5  A summary of findings can be found of page 3 of the report. The main points to 

note are: 

 

i) 252 features (trees and tree groups) were assessed, of which, 68 were missing, 

155 warranted protection, with 29 no longer worthy of protection. 

ii) Approximate position of inspected trees was plotted on a Location Plan. 

iii) No detailed inspection of individual trees was undertaken on private property  



 

 
 

 

iv) Any garden trees that merit protection were scored mainly on their amenity 

value, retention span and visibility score. 

v) In general, the site appeared to have been well managed over the past 20 

years. 

 

1.6 New Orders were drawn up to reflect the report (TPO307 and TPO308) including a 

recommendation to add a group of trees (G14 on TPO307) behind The Coppice 

NHS Building, along with 3 new trees that merit protection T56, T71A and T112A in 

TPO308. 

 

1.7 A consultation period of one month, ending 14th October 2019. Appendix C. 

Representations were received from residents of Pennine View and also a tree 

consultant who has carries out regular work on the sites over the past 20 years. 

Appendix D 

The main points to note from their objections are: 

i) There are many mature trees situated in small gardens. These trees have now 

outgrown their position and are causing a great deal of concern to residents 

during high winds and storms. 

ii) The report has failed to undertake a thorough assessment of these trees and 

have mainly been assessed on amenity value from the kerbside. 

iii) ‘other factors’ such as defects, weak unions, possible disease of these garden 

trees have not been considered, which could be a potential safety issue. 

iv) The retention span of these trees has scored highly and could be questioned 

given that they are middle aged and in an exposed location. 

 

2.  PROPOSALS 

 

2.1 Taking the above observations into account, the main area of concern is around 

Pennine View and Worthington Place, where some mature trees are situated in 

close proximity to properties and in small elevated gardens. 

 

2.2 Further advise has been sought from Forbes-Laird Arboricultural Consultancy 

following individual site visits and assessments that were undertaken last month by 

ourselves. This has resulted in identifying 12 mature trees (7 Sycamore, 3 Beech, 1 

Lime and 1 Horse Chestnut) that qualify under their TEMPO scoring model (either 

under Part 1b ‘Amenity assessment’, or d) ‘other factors’) as being unsuitable to be 

included in the Order. Reasons for this being: 

• Future growth potential 

• Habitat 

• Crown density 



 

 
 

 

• Effect on living conditions (including restrictive light into properties) 

• Future management of these mature trees is becoming difficult given their 

close proximity to buildings 

 

2.3  New scorings have been recorded on the following trees, resulting in them failing to 

achieve suitability. 

• 131,132,138,142,144,146,147,171,179,180,191,192 Appendix E  

This could result in the land owners doing works to trees or removing the trees if 

they so wish without consent needed from the local planning authority or having to 

plant a replacement tree.  

 

2.4 As a result of these trees not qualifying for protection the draft TPO 308 would have 

to be confirmed with modification to exclude the 12 trees referred to above 

Appendix F  

 

3. CONCLUSION AND REASON FOR RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

3.1 Taking the objection reasons into account along with new scorings of the 12 trees, it 

would be appropriate to recommend confirming TPO 308 (with modification to 

exclude 12 trees), confirm TPO 307 and revoke Orders 148 and 247.  

 

 

Appendices 

attached to report: 

Appendix A – Tree Preservation Orders 148 and 247 

Appendix B – Amey Construction report 

Appendix C – Tree Preservation Orders 307 and 308 

Appendix D – Objections 

Appendix E – TEMPO scorings 

Appendix F – Proposed TPO 308 as modified 

 

Note: in compliance with section 100d of the Local Government Act 1972 the report 

has been prepared in part from the following papers:     TPO 148 and TPO 247  

 

CORPORATE IMPLICATIONS: 

 

LEGAL - The validity of the tree preservation order cannot be challenged in any legal 

proceedings except by way of application to the High Court. An application must be made 

within six weeks from the date of the confirmation of the tree preservation order. 

 



 

 
 

 

This tree preservation order needs to be considered against the provisions of the Human 

Rights Act 1998. Under Article 6, the third party, who has made representations, has the right 

to a fair hearing and to this end the Committee must give full consideration to their comments. 

 

Article 8 and Protocol 1 Article 1 confer(s) a right of respect for a person’s home and a right to 

peaceful enjoyment of one’s possessions, which could include a person’s home, other land 

and business assets. In taking account of all material considerations, including Council policy it 

is considered that some rights conferred by these Articles on the residents/objectors and other 

occupiers and owners of nearby land that might be affected may be interfered with but that 

interference is in accordance with the law and justified by being in the public interest and on 

the basis of the restriction on these rights posed by confirmation of the tree preservation order 

is proportionate to the wider benefits of approval and that such a decision falls within the 

margin of discretion afforded to the Council under the Town and Country Planning Acts. 

 

FINANCE – n/a           

EQUALITY – n/a          

INFORMATION GOVERNANCE – n/a 
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Sent: Tuesday, October 1, 2019 8:39AM 
To: Susan Stashkiw Susan.Stashkiw@carlisle.gov.uk 
Subject: Re: TPO Review - Pennine View 
Importance: High 
 

Sue, 

  

Have looked at the Tree report and all the information provided and I am 

finding the TEMPO scoring inconsistent in places. Am not convinced that the 

rear garden trees have been correctly assessed and often they are difficult to 

assess from public land. Leans and defects such as weak unions would be 

difficult to spot. 

  

Retention span 

Retention span seems to be higher scores than is possible certainly based on 

my knowledge and experience. We reviewed all the TPO’s in Salford and 

South Lakes DC. 

  

An example is T135 it has a retention score of 100+ years scoring 5. This is 

incorrect 100+ years for a middle aged sycamore tree in a rear garden in an 

exposed location. The score is more likely to be 1 or 2. The same applies to 

many of the trees on Pennine Way. 

  

T136 has a retention span of 4 which is 40-100 which again wouldn't be my 

assumption. Both trees are indefensible for the TPO. 

  

  

Relative public visibility & suitability for TPO 

Many of the rear garden trees have very limited views and should score 2 or 

3. 

  

Where trees are indefensible / doesn't not merit a TPO the TPO’s should be 

removed and perhaps issue a leaflet or letter to the property owners on the 

benefits of trees and replanting suitable species in their gardens. Including 

where they can find more information. 

  

Summary 

The issue I have is that many residents have unsuitable trees of significant size 

in their rear gardens protected by a TPO that I believe Charles incorrectly 

applied. 

  

Regards 

  

 

mailto:Susan.Stashkiw@carlisle.gov.uk
mailto:Susan.Stashkiw@carlisle.gov.uk
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TREE EVALUATION METHOD FOR PRESERVATION ORDERS (TEMPO)     
SURVEY DATA SHEET AND DECISION GUIDE 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

REFER TO GUIDANCE NOTES FOR ALL DEFINITIONS 
 

Part 1: Amenity assessment 
a) Condition and suitability for TPO; where trees in good or fair condition have poor form, 

deduct 1 point 
 
5) Good    Highly Suitable 
3) Fair    Suitable 
1) Poor    Unlikely to be suitable 
0) Dead/Dying/Dangerous*  Unsuitable 
 
*Relates to existing context and is intended to apply to severe 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 of better quality. 

 

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 (including those of indifferent form) 
-1)Trees with poor form or which are generally unsuitable for their location. 

Part 2: Expediency assessment 
Trees must have accrued 10 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 
7-11               Does not merit TPO 
12-15  TPO defensible 
16+  Definitely merits TPO 

Date        25.10.19.    Surveyor: Sue Stashkiw 

Tree details   Photos 28,29,30 
TPO Ref (if applicable)  T308    Tree 131 – Horse Chestnut  
Owner (if known) Worthington Place                          Location: Rear of Worthington Place 
                    Management Company  (directly behind 14-16 Pennine View) 
 
 
Walnut Tree (JuglNS 

Scores & Notes 
 
     5 

Scores & Notes 
  
2 

Scores & Notes 
3 

Scores & Notes 
 
       -1 
                                  TOTAL  

Scores & Notes 
 
1 

Decision 
 
Does not merit TPO 

Add scores for Total 
 
10 



TREE EVALUATION METHOD FOR PRESERVATION ORDERS (TEMPO)     
SURVEY DATA SHEET AND DECISION GUIDE 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

REFER TO GUIDANCE NOTES FOR ALL DEFINITIONS 
 

Part 1: Amenity assessment 
a) Condition and suitability for TPO; where trees in good or fair condition have poor form, 

deduct 1 point 
 
5) Good    Highly Suitable 
3) Fair    Suitable 
1) Poor    Unlikely to be suitable 
0) Dead/Dying/Dangerous*  Unsuitable 
 
*Relates to existing context and is intended to apply to severe 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 of better quality. 

 

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 (including those of indifferent form) 
-1)Trees with poor form or which are generally unsuitable for their location. 

Part 2: Expediency assessment 
Trees must have accrued 10 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 
7-11               Does not merit TPO 
12-15  TPO defensible 
16+  Definitely merits TPO 

Date        25.10.19.    Surveyor: Sue Stashkiw 

Tree details   Photos ,29,30 
TPO Ref (if applicable)  T308    Tree 132 – Sycamore  
Owner (if known) Worthington Place                          Location: Rear of Worthington Place 
                    Management Company  (directly behind 14-16 Pennine View) 
 
 
Walnut Tree (JuglNS 

Scores & Notes 
 
     3 

Scores & Notes 
  
4 

Scores & Notes 
3 

Scores & Notes 
 
       -1 
                                  TOTAL  

Scores & Notes 
 
1 

Decision 
 
Does not merit TPO 

Add scores for Total 
 
10 



TREE EVALUATION METHOD FOR PRESERVATION ORDERS (TEMPO)     
SURVEY DATA SHEET AND DECISION GUIDE 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

REFER TO GUIDANCE NOTES FOR ALL DEFINITIONS 
 

Part 1: Amenity assessment 
a) Condition and suitability for TPO; where trees in good or fair condition have poor form, 

deduct 1 point 
 
5) Good    Highly Suitable 
3) Fair    Suitable 
1) Poor    Unlikely to be suitable 
0) Dead/Dying/Dangerous*  Unsuitable 
 
*Relates to existing context and is intended to apply to severe 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 of better quality. 

 

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 (including those of indifferent form) 
-1)Trees with poor form or which are generally unsuitable for their location. 

Part 2: Expediency assessment 
Trees must have accrued 10 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 
7-11               Does not merit TPO 
12-15  TPO defensible 
16+  Definitely merits TPO 

Date        25.10.19.    Surveyor: Sue Stashkiw 

Tree details   Photos 23 
TPO Ref (if applicable)  T308    Tree 138 – Sycamore  
Owner (if known) 8 Pennine View                                Location: 8 Pennine View                     
 
 
Walnut Tree (JuglNS 

Scores & Notes 
 
     3 

Scores & Notes 
  
2 

Scores & Notes 
3 

Scores & Notes 
 
       -1 
                                  TOTAL  

Scores & Notes 
 
1 

Decision 
 
Does not merit TPO 

Add scores for Total 
 
8 



TREE EVALUATION METHOD FOR PRESERVATION ORDERS (TEMPO)     
SURVEY DATA SHEET AND DECISION GUIDE 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

REFER TO GUIDANCE NOTES FOR ALL DEFINITIONS 
 

Part 1: Amenity assessment 
a) Condition and suitability for TPO; where trees in good or fair condition have poor form, 

deduct 1 point 
 
5) Good    Highly Suitable 
3) Fair    Suitable 
1) Poor    Unlikely to be suitable 
0) Dead/Dying/Dangerous*  Unsuitable 
 
*Relates to existing context and is intended to apply to severe 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 of better quality. 

 

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 (including those of indifferent form) 
-1)Trees with poor form or which are generally unsuitable for their location. 

Part 2: Expediency assessment 
Trees must have accrued 10 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 
7-11               Does not merit TPO 
12-15  TPO defensible 
16+  Definitely merits TPO 

Date        25.10.19.    Surveyor: Sue Stashkiw 

Tree details   Photos 10,11,16 
TPO Ref (if applicable)  T308    Tree 142 – Sycamore  
Owner (if known) 4 Pennine View                                Location: 4 Pennine View                     
 
 
Walnut Tree (JuglNS 

Scores & Notes 
 
     3 

Scores & Notes 
  
4 

Scores & Notes 
3 

Scores & Notes 
 
       -1 
                                  TOTAL  

Scores & Notes 
 
1 

Decision 
 
Does not merit TPO 

Add scores for Total 
 
10 



TREE EVALUATION METHOD FOR PRESERVATION ORDERS (TEMPO)     
SURVEY DATA SHEET AND DECISION GUIDE 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

REFER TO GUIDANCE NOTES FOR ALL DEFINITIONS 
 

Part 1: Amenity assessment 
a) Condition and suitability for TPO; where trees in good or fair condition have poor form, 

deduct 1 point 
 
5) Good    Highly Suitable 
3) Fair    Suitable 
1) Poor    Unlikely to be suitable 
0) Dead/Dying/Dangerous*  Unsuitable 
 
*Relates to existing context and is intended to apply to severe 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 of better quality. 

 

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 (including those of indifferent form) 
-1)Trees with poor form or which are generally unsuitable for their location. 

Part 2: Expediency assessment 
Trees must have accrued 10 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 
7-11               Does not merit TPO 
12-15  TPO defensible 
16+  Definitely merits TPO 

Date        25.10.19.    Surveyor: Sue Stashkiw 

Tree details   Photos 12,13,14,15 
TPO Ref (if applicable)  T308    Tree 144    Beech  
Owner (if known) 4 Pennine View                                Location: 4 Pennine View                   
 
 
Walnut Tree (JuglNS 

Scores & Notes 
 
      

Scores & Notes 
  
0     basal hole 

Scores & Notes 
 

Scores & Notes 
 
        
                                  TOTAL  

Scores & Notes 
 
 

Decision 
 
Does not merit TPO 

Add scores for Total 
 
 



TREE EVALUATION METHOD FOR PRESERVATION ORDERS (TEMPO)     
SURVEY DATA SHEET AND DECISION GUIDE 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

REFER TO GUIDANCE NOTES FOR ALL DEFINITIONS 
 

Part 1: Amenity assessment 
a) Condition and suitability for TPO; where trees in good or fair condition have poor form, 

deduct 1 point 
 
5) Good    Highly Suitable 
3) Fair    Suitable 
1) Poor    Unlikely to be suitable 
0) Dead/Dying/Dangerous*  Unsuitable 
 
*Relates to existing context and is intended to apply to severe 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 of better quality. 

 

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 (including those of indifferent form) 
-1)Trees with poor form or which are generally unsuitable for their location. 

Part 2: Expediency assessment 
Trees must have accrued 10 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 
7-11               Does not merit TPO 
12-15  TPO defensible 
16+  Definitely merits TPO 

Date        25.10.19.    Surveyor: Sue Stashkiw 

Tree details   Photos 20,21,27 
TPO Ref (if applicable)  T308    Tree 146    Lime  
Owner (if known) 2 Pennine View                                Location: 2 Pennine View                   
 
 
Walnut Tree (JuglNS 

Scores & Notes 
 
     3 

Scores & Notes 
  
    4 

Scores & Notes 
 
  3 
 

Scores & Notes 
 
       -1 
                                  TOTAL  

Scores & Notes 
 
1 

Decision 
 
Does not merit TPO 

Add scores for Total 
 
10 



TREE EVALUATION METHOD FOR PRESERVATION ORDERS (TEMPO)     
SURVEY DATA SHEET AND DECISION GUIDE 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

REFER TO GUIDANCE NOTES FOR ALL DEFINITIONS 
 

Part 1: Amenity assessment 
a) Condition and suitability for TPO; where trees in good or fair condition have poor form, 

deduct 1 point 
 
5) Good    Highly Suitable 
3) Fair    Suitable 
1) Poor    Unlikely to be suitable 
0) Dead/Dying/Dangerous*  Unsuitable 
 
*Relates to existing context and is intended to apply to severe 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 of better quality. 

 

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 (including those of indifferent form) 
-1)Trees with poor form or which are generally unsuitable for their location. 

Part 2: Expediency assessment 
Trees must have accrued 10 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 
7-11               Does not merit TPO 
12-15  TPO defensible 
16+  Definitely merits TPO 

Date        25.10.19.    Surveyor: Sue Stashkiw 

Tree details   Photos 17,18.19,22,24,25,26 
TPO Ref (if applicable)  T308    Tree 147    Sycamore  
Owner (if known) 2 Pennine View                                Location: 2 Pennine View                   
 
 
Walnut Tree (JuglNS 

Scores & Notes 
 
     3 

Scores & Notes 
  
    2 

Scores & Notes 
 
  3 
 

Scores & Notes 
 
       -1 
                                  TOTAL  

Scores & Notes 
 
1 

Decision 
 
Does not merit TPO 

Add scores for Total 
 
    8 
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REFER TO GUIDANCE NOTES FOR ALL DEFINITIONS 
 

Part 1: Amenity assessment 
a) Condition and suitability for TPO; where trees in good or fair condition have poor form, 

deduct 1 point 
 
5) Good    Highly Suitable 
3) Fair    Suitable 
1) Poor    Unlikely to be suitable 
0) Dead/Dying/Dangerous*  Unsuitable 
 
*Relates to existing context and is intended to apply to severe 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 of better quality. 

 

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 (including those of indifferent form) 
-1)Trees with poor form or which are generally unsuitable for their location. 

Part 2: Expediency assessment 
Trees must have accrued 10 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 
7-11               Does not merit TPO 
12-15  TPO defensible 
16+  Definitely merits TPO 

Date        25.10.19.    Surveyor: Sue Stashkiw 

Tree details   Photos 44,45,46 
TPO Ref (if applicable)  T308    Tree 171    Sycamore  
Owner (if known) Worthington Place 
                           Management Company                    Location: Front Driveway                   
 
 
Walnut Tree (JuglNS 

Scores & Notes 
 
     3 

Scores & Notes 
  
    2   (lean) 

Scores & Notes 
 
  3 
 

Scores & Notes 
 
       -1 
                                  TOTAL  

Scores & Notes 
 
1 

Decision 
 
Does not merit TPO 

Add scores for Total 
 
    8 
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REFER TO GUIDANCE NOTES FOR ALL DEFINITIONS 
 

Part 1: Amenity assessment 
a) Condition and suitability for TPO; where trees in good or fair condition have poor form, 

deduct 1 point 
 
5) Good    Highly Suitable 
3) Fair    Suitable 
1) Poor    Unlikely to be suitable 
0) Dead/Dying/Dangerous*  Unsuitable 
 
*Relates to existing context and is intended to apply to severe 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 of better quality. 

 

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 (including those of indifferent form) 
-1)Trees with poor form or which are generally unsuitable for their location. 

Part 2: Expediency assessment 
Trees must have accrued 10 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 
7-11               Does not merit TPO 
12-15  TPO defensible 
16+  Definitely merits TPO 

Date        25.10.19.    Surveyor: Sue Stashkiw 

Tree details   Photos 33,34,35,36,37 
TPO Ref (if applicable)  T308    Tree 179    Sycamore  
Owner (if known) Chapel Cottage                             Location: Rear of Chapel Cottage 
                                                                                  (rear of 24 Pennine View)                        
 
 
Walnut Tree (JuglNS 

Scores & Notes 
 
     3 

Scores & Notes 
  
    4 

Scores & Notes 
 
  3 
 

Scores & Notes 
 
       -1 
                                  TOTAL  

Scores & Notes 
 
1 

Decision 
 
Does not merit TPO 

Add scores for Total 
 
    10 



TREE EVALUATION METHOD FOR PRESERVATION ORDERS (TEMPO)     
SURVEY DATA SHEET AND DECISION GUIDE 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

REFER TO GUIDANCE NOTES FOR ALL DEFINITIONS 
 

Part 1: Amenity assessment 
a) Condition and suitability for TPO; where trees in good or fair condition have poor form, 

deduct 1 point 
 
5) Good    Highly Suitable 
3) Fair    Suitable 
1) Poor    Unlikely to be suitable 
0) Dead/Dying/Dangerous*  Unsuitable 
 
*Relates to existing context and is intended to apply to severe 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 of better quality. 

 

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 (including those of indifferent form) 
-1)Trees with poor form or which are generally unsuitable for their location. 

Part 2: Expediency assessment 
Trees must have accrued 10 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 
7-11               Does not merit TPO 
12-15  TPO defensible 
16+  Definitely merits TPO 

Date        25.10.19.    Surveyor: Sue Stashkiw 

Tree details   Photos 31,32 
TPO Ref (if applicable)  T308    Tree 180 Sycamore 
Owner (if known) Worthington Place                          Location: Rear of Worthington Place 
                    Management Company  (directly behind 14-16 Pennine View) 
 
 
Walnut Tree (JuglNS 

Scores & Notes 
 
     3 

Scores & Notes 
  
4 

Scores & Notes 
3 

Scores & Notes 
 
       -1 
                                  TOTAL  

Scores & Notes 
 
1 

Decision 
 
Does not merit TPO 

Add scores for Total 
 
10 



TREE EVALUATION METHOD FOR PRESERVATION ORDERS (TEMPO)     
SURVEY DATA SHEET AND DECISION GUIDE 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

REFER TO GUIDANCE NOTES FOR ALL DEFINITIONS 
 

Part 1: Amenity assessment 
a) Condition and suitability for TPO; where trees in good or fair condition have poor form, 

deduct 1 point 
 
5) Good    Highly Suitable 
3) Fair    Suitable 
1) Poor    Unlikely to be suitable 
0) Dead/Dying/Dangerous*  Unsuitable 
 
*Relates to existing context and is intended to apply to severe 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 of better quality. 

 

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 (including those of indifferent form) 
-1)Trees with poor form or which are generally unsuitable for their location. 

Part 2: Expediency assessment 
Trees must have accrued 10 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 
7-11               Does not merit TPO 
12-15  TPO defensible 
16+  Definitely merits TPO 

Date        25.10.19.    Surveyor: Sue Stashkiw 

Tree details   Photos 42,43 
TPO Ref (if applicable)  T308    Tree 191 Beech 
Owner (if known) Story/LSL Estates                             Location: Rear of 28/30 Pennine View 

                     
 
 
Walnut Tree (JuglNS 

Scores & Notes 
 
     5 

Scores & Notes 
  
4 

Scores & Notes 
3 

Scores & Notes 
 
       -1 
                                  TOTAL  

Scores & Notes 
 
1 

Decision 
 
Defensible TPO 

Add scores for Total 
 
12 
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