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PROPOSED TREE PRESERVATION ORDER at The John Bamford School, 

Etchinghill, Rugeley 

 

1. Purpose of Report 

 

1.1 To seek Members approval to confirm Tree Preservation Order No. 2014/05 

 

2. Background 
 

2.1 The council received a request from a local resident to visit a property known 

as Freshfields in Rugeley to look at proposed works to TPO’d trees.     

 

2.2 When arriving on site it was obvious that there were significant trees on the 

school grounds (2 x oak) and these were the subject of the resident’s enquiry.    

  

2.3 The resident wished to carryout works to the trees which were outside of what 

is current accepted industry best practice.  A TPO was therefore produced to 

enable the council to monitor the extent of works carried out.    

    

3. Objection to TPO 

 

3.1 That the TPO is already decided and a ‘done deal’ which is not in the spirit of 

fair consultation.   

 

3.2 That they had approached the school with a request to reduce the trees and that 

they were sympathetic of their situation and agreed to share the costs.  This 

was 8 months earlier and work had not been carried out as they were told the 

trees were already protected.  This was obviously not the case as this new TPO 

has now been produced and is awaiting confirmation.    

 

3.3 Branches reach half way across the garden.  At the time they could have 

removed the overhanging branches but cannot now due to the TPO.  

 

3.4 The patio is discoloured by the trees, the lawn is covered in moss, and the 

trees block sunlight.   

 

3.5 The tree contains deadwood which needs to be checked and removed.   

 

3.6 The tree will rapidly grow and at some point dominate the home.     
 

4. Response to objections 

 

4.1 The TPO is clearly not a ‘done deal’ as this report is being prepared for the 

planning committee so that members are able to make a decision on the 

appropriateness of the TPO.  It is the opinion of the Tree Officer that the order 

should be confirmed and the committee will be advised of this, but the final 

decision will be theirs.     

  

4.2 When the enquiry was made a few months ago the address given was 

Freshfield, Rugeley.  The objectors address on the Council’s GIS database is 
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recorded as 34 Church Lane, Rugeley, but not Freshfield.  There is a 

Freshfields in Armitage Lane, Rugeley and all trees at this location are 

protected by TPO 13/1981.  The resident was therefore given information on 

this address and not 34 Church Lane at that time.    

  

4.3 The removal of all of the branches from one side of the tree would alter the 

way in which the trees are loaded by wind, introducing a torsional load into 

the trunk and creating a hazard for users of the school.  This is part of the 

reason for producing the TPO, to prevent works which would be damaging to 

the trees.   

  

4.4 Shade is a natural bi-product of the urban forest and cannot be used as a 

justification to fell or destroy legally protected trees.  There would be little 

point in creating TPO legislation if this was an acceptable approach.      

 

4.5 Deadwood can be removed under a 5 day written exemption notice that can be 

delivered to the council by e-mail or post.  Being a notice and not an 

application there is no mechanism by which the council can refuse consent for 

the removal of deadwood.  At the time of making the order there was no a 

significantly large amount of deadwood.    

  

4.6 The tree at the front is only casting shade onto the driveway which would be a 

benefit in the summer keeping cars cool.  The main issue would be the effect 

of T2 on the rear garden.  As the garden is approximately 730 square metres it 

is difficult to see how it would dominate the home.   

 

5. Human Rights Implications 
 

5.1  The proposals set out in this report are considered to be compatible with the 

Human Rights Act 1998. The recommendation to confirm the order is 

considered to be expedient in the interest of amenity as required by S198 of 

the Town and Country Act 1990. This potential interference with rights under 

Article 8 and 1 of the First Protocol have been considered in reaching this 

decision. The objector has a right to make an application to fell or do works to 

the tree which if refused can be appealed to the Secretary of State for Local 

Government, Transport and the Regions. 

 

6. Recommendation 

 

6.1 The TPO 2014/05 should be confirmed without modification. 
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APPENDIX A – TPO PLAN 

 

 



ITEM 6.112 

 

 

APPENDIX B – SITE PHOTO 

 

 

 
 


