
1 
 

REPORT OF THE DEVELOPMENT CONTROL MANAGER 
 
ENFORCEMENT INVESTIGATION 
 
SITE: 6 Hewston Croft, Hednesford, WS12 1PB 
 
 
 

1.0  PURPOSE OF REPORT 
 
1.1 In light of historic and more recent allegations of breaches of planning control in 

relation to the above site, to: 
 
a) Investigate and set out the details of such alleged breaches of planning control 
and enquiries; 
 
b) Advise on whether or not any of the alleged breaches of planning control are 
enforceable, and; 

 
c) Recommend what if any further action is necessary, and: 
 
d) Consider other matters raised by complainants. 
 
 

2.0 SITE AND SURROUNDINGS 
 
2.1 The site is known as 6 Hewston Croft and comprises a detached dwelling and 

associated curtilage.  This dwelling is accessed off Hewston Croft, which is a 
short road terminating with a turning circle.   There are eight existing detached 
dwellings forming part of the development, the majority of which are serviced off 
Hewston Croft, including no.6, which is located at the head of the turning circle.  
Hewston Croft is accessed via Littleworth Road, Hednesford. 
 
 

3.0  POLICY IMPLICATIONS 
 

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 
The NPPF sets out the Government’s position on the role of the planning system 
in both plan-making and decision-taking. It states that the purpose of the 
planning system is to contribute to the achievement of sustainable development, 
in economic, social and environmental terms, and it emphasises a “presumption 
in favour of sustainable development”. 
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On enforcement the NPPF states: 
 
Paragraph 207 states:  Effective enforcement is important as a means of 
maintaining public confidence in the planning system. Enforcement action is 
discretionary, and local planning authorities should act proportionately in 
responding to suspected breaches of planning control. Local planning authorities 
should consider publishing a local enforcement plan to manage enforcement 
proactively in a way that is appropriate to their area. This should set out how they 
will monitor the implementation of planning permissions, investigate alleged 
cases of unauthorised development and take action where it is appropriate to do 
so. 
 
Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) 
 
The Planning Practice Guidance was issued on the 14th March 2014 and is 
regularly updated.  As the title suggests this provides practical guidance to 
support the NPPF.  It contains a section on enforcement entitled ‘Ensuring 
Effective Enforcement’.  This provides an overview of enforcement, enforcement 
advice and enforcement remedies available to Local Planning Authorities. 
 
Some relevant extracts are set out below: 
 
Who can take enforcement action? 

Local planning authorities have responsibility for taking whatever 
enforcement action may be necessary, in the public interest, in their 
administrative areas.  

Paragraph: 002 Reference ID: 17b-002-20140306 

Revision date: 06 03 2014 

When should enforcement action be taken? 

There is a range of ways of tackling alleged breaches of planning control, 
and local planning authorities should act in a proportionate way. 

Local planning authorities have discretion to take enforcement action, 
when they regard it as expedient to do so having regard to the 
development plan and any other material considerations. This includes a 
local enforcement plan, where it is not part of the development plan. 

In considering any enforcement action, the local planning authority should 
have regard to the National Planning Policy Framework, in particular 
paragraph 207: 
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Can breaches of planning control be addressed without formal enforcement 
action, such as an enforcement notice? 

Addressing breaches of planning control without formal enforcement 
action can often be the quickest and most cost effective way of achieving 
a satisfactory and lasting remedy. For example, a breach of control may 
be the result of a genuine mistake where, once the breach is identified, the 
owner or occupier takes immediate action to remedy it. Furthermore in 
some instances formal enforcement action may not be appropriate. 

It is advisable for the local planning authority to keep a record of any 
informal action taken, including a decision not to take further action 

Paragraph: 010 Reference ID: 17b-010-20140306 

Revision date: 06 03 2014 

When might formal enforcement action not be appropriate? 

Nothing in this guidance should be taken as condoning a willful breach of 
planning law. Enforcement action should, however, be proportionate to the 
breach of planning control to which it relates and taken when it is 
expedient to do so. Where the balance of public interest lies will vary from 
case to case. 

In deciding, in each case, what is the most appropriate way forward, local 
planning authorities should usually avoid taking formal enforcement action 
where: 

 there is a trivial or technical breach of control which causes no material 
harm or adverse impact on the amenity of the site or the surrounding 
area; 

 development is acceptable on its planning merits and formal 
enforcement action would solely be to regularise the development; 

 in their assessment, the local planning authority consider that an 
application is the appropriate way forward to regularise the situation, 
for example, where planning conditions may need to be imposed. 

Paragraph: 011 Reference ID: 17b-011-20140306 

Revision date: 06 03 2014 
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4.0  BACKGROUND AND REPORT DETAIL 
 
4.1 The Council is in receipt of historic and more recent complaints alleging 

breaches of planning control at the above address and other matters.  Whilst 
officers have investigated these complaints; the complainants remain dissatisfied 
with the Council’s responses and lack of action.  To this end, the purpose of this 
report is to investigate and set out the details and context of the alleged breaches 
of planning control and recommend whether or not to pursue enforcement action 
in respect of these.  The report also advises on other matters raised by 
complainants. 
 

4.2 In summary, the alleged breaches of planning control relate to:: 
 
a) Change of use of land adjacent 6 Hewston Croft to garden land; 
b) Erection of a detached garage, more recent extension/alterations to the 
garage and alleged unauthorised use of the garage; 
c) Use of 6 Hewston Croft for business purposes; 
d) Proposed construction of a pool and enclosure; 
e) Storage of materials on land adjacent to 6 Hewston Croft; 
f) Other works including: part surfacing of driveway, installation of kerb 
stones and  erection of a wall.to the front of the land adjacent to 6 Hewston Croft. 
 

4.3 Other matters raised by complainants include: 
 
g) Issues of land ownership and access; 
h) Concerns have been raised with the Council that recent planning 

applications for 6 Hewston Croft have been submitted with incorrect 
information and subsequently withdrawn; 

i)  Concealment of breaches of planning control and the request to serve a 
Planning Enforcement Order (PEO); 

j) Health and safety issues. 
 

 
4.4 Each of these matters is considered below: 

 
4.5 Change of use of land adjacent to 6 Hewston Croft to garden land 
 
4.6 Planning permission for 8 dwellings as part of the Hewston Croft was granted in 

1980.  However, a further planning permission for No. 6 Hewston Croft was 
granted separately in 1986, CH/86/194 (Erection of house and garage).  The 
approved location plan accompanying this planning permission shows the 
‘planning unit’ as identified on Plan 1- Appendix A.  This also established the 
curtilage of the dwelling. 
 

4.7 In 2005, following a complaint alleging unauthorised works at 6 Hewston Croft, 
the Councils Enforcement Officer visited the site in October 2005.  As a direct 
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consequence of the investigations a retrospective planning application was 
submitted: CH/06/0001, which was for: Retention of 2.2 high boundary fence, 
canopy to front elevation and single storey extension to rear.   

 
4.8 Retrospective planning application CH/06/0001 was approved by decision notice 

dated 8th March 2006.  Plan 2- Appendix B, identifies the extent of the ‘planning 
unit’.  It is noted that this encompassed additional land to that, which formed the 
curtilage to planning application CH/86/194.  At the time complaints were also 
received disputing the ownership of the land.  Members will be aware that lack of 
ownership of land does not preclude anyone from submitting a planning 
application for existing or proposed development, subject to following the 
required procedural requirements, which require an applicant to complete the 
relevant Certificate and serve notices on those with an interest in the land.   As 
part of planning application CH/06/0001 the applicant completed a ‘’Certificate B’.  
This is completed if the applicant is not the sole owner, which suggests that 
others with interest in the land were notified of that planning application, at the 
time.   
 

4.9 The Council’s Enforcement Officer has confirmed that when he visited the site in 
October 2005, this area (planning unit as per planning application CH/06/0001) 
was fenced off and being used for domestic purposes in connection with 6 
Hewston Croft.    
 

4.10 Extending the garden of 6 Hewston Croft, was a ‘material change of use’ which 
would have required planning permission.  At the time of determining planning 
application CH/06/0001 (2006) it is understood that whilst the ownership of the 
land was disputed there was no allegation or evidence provided to suggest that 
there had been an unauthorised change of use.   Otherwise, the Local Planning 
Authority would have requested that the change of use of the land was also 
submitted as part of the retrospective planning application.   
 

4.11 Section 171B of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended) states 
that where there has been a breach of planning control consisting in the carrying 
out without planning permission of building, engineering, mining or other 
operations in, on, over or under land, no enforcement action may be taken after 
the end of the period of four years beginning with the date on which the 
operations were substantially completed. In respect of any other breach (such as 
change of use or breach of condition) no enforcement action may be taken after 
the end of the period of ten years from the date of the breach except where the 
breach of planning control consists of a change of use of any building to use as a 
single dwellinghouse, in which case a four year period applies. 
 

4.12 When the initial planning permission (CH/86/194) for 6 Hewston Croft was 
granted the curtilage did coincide with the planning unit. However, additional land 
was then encompassed into the curtilage and used for domestic purposes. For 
land to be within the curtilage of a dwellinghouse it must serve the purpose of the 

ITEM NO. 6.5



6 
 

house in some reasonable way and the evidence the Council has does support 
this – including what the Enforcement Officer observed on his site visits. Once it 
had been used for 10 years the Council would not have been able to take 
enforcement action and it would then benefit from Permitted Development rights.   
 
 

4.13 Erection of a detached garage building 

4.14 In 2015, a complaint was received regarding alterations to a detached garage 
building at 6 Hewston Croft. 

4.15 Officers are aware that a detached garage was erected on land adjacent to the 
dwelling at 6 Hewston Croft, (which was substantially completed in 2010), based 
on information from the owners and other evidence.  This garage is on land, 
which did not form part of the original curtilage to No. 6 Hewston Croft (Plan 1 - 
Appendix A) and on land which was subsequently extended to form part of the 
garden to No. 6, as shown Plan 2 - Appendix B. 

4.16 Prior to constructing the garage the owner of the property sought advice from the 
Local Planning Authority as to whether or not planning permission would be 
required for the detached garage.  Based on the information provided at the time, 
the owner was advised that the garage would be ‘permitted development’ and 
therefore did not require the submission of a planning application. 

4.17 The garage building is located to the east of the dwelling (6 Hewston Croft), It 
originally measured 5.5m x 6.4m with a height of 3.95m.  This has a garage door 
on its east elevation and French doors on the south and north elevations. 

4.18 Officers on a recent visit have noted that that the original garage has been 
extended along its east elevation by approximately 1.3m and includes two new 
single doors on the north and south elevations.  The garage as extended has 
been measured on site and remains within the parameters of permitted 
development and therefore does not require planning permission.   

4.20 The Town and Country Planning (General Permitted Development) (England) 
Order 2015 (which consolidated the 1995 Order and subsequent amending 
instruments) permits development within the curtilage of a dwellinghouse.  It is 
the curtilage rather than the ownership or occupation, which is relevant.  The 
Order sets out the classes of developments for which a grant of planning 
permission is automatically given, subject to the provisions of the Order. 
 

4.21 Officers can confirm that at present the garage building is used as a gym and for 
domestic storage, including for bikes belonging to the owner.  There is an 
allegation that the gym is being used by ‘third parties’.  The owner has confirmed 
that one of his employees also has used the gym.  Officers are satisfied that the 
use of the garage building as a gym and domestic storage is incidental to the 
enjoyment of the dwelling house and therefore no change of use has occurred. 
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4.22 Members will be aware that it is not uncommon for garage buildings to be used 
for incidental uses associated with a dwellinghouse e.g. gym, games room, office 
etc.   
 

4.23 Operation of a business from 6 Hewston Croft 
 

4.24 In 2009 and 2016 complaints were received alleging that a business use was 
operating from 6 Hewston Croft.   
 

4.25 The operation of a business from a dwelling is not an uncommon occurrence and 
some businesses are operated from dwellings without requiring planning 
permission.   In general, whether or not the operation of a business requires 
planning permission is a matter of ‘fact and degree’ which is determined on a 
case by case basis.  This includes considering a number of factors, which include 
the size of the dwelling, signage/livery associated with the business, visitors, 
deliveries, impact on parking, storage of equipment/machinery and processes 
taking place etc.   
 

4.26 In this particular instance the applicant is the proprietor of a commercial glazing 
business.  The Council’s Enforcement Officer has visited the site on both 
occasions and noted that the applicant does drive and brings his work vehicles 
home, some of which are commercial.   He also has a desk with a computer in 
one of his rooms and shelving for files, which he uses in connection with 
business and personal matters; this is no different from a ‘study’.  The owner’s 
employees do visit the property in a personal capacity and to undertake work at 
the property.  However no clients visit the site and no materials/equipment 
associated with the business are stored at the property.  Neither do any 
processes take place in connection with the business.  The owner of the 
business has confirmed that he has a commercial unit on an industrial estate 
which he uses for his business.  The main function of the dwelling is as a home 
for him and his family. 
 

4.27 The key test in order to establish whether there has been a change of use is 
whether the overall character of the dwelling has changed.  Based on the 
information provided by a neighbour and site visits, your officers conclude that 
owner’s use of the property in connection with his business is incidental as 
opposed to a resulting in ‘material change of use’ which has altered the character 
of the dwelling.  Consequently, there is no material change of use, which requires 
planning permission. 

 
 
4.28 Construction of a plunge pool. 

4.29 A further recent complaint (2016) is that a plunge pool is being installed at 6 
Hewston Croft.  Council Officers have investigated this and observed that a 
certain amount of excavation works have taken place at the rear and side of the 
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detached garage building; the owner has confirmed that he was intending to 
construct a pool and enclosure (which would be attached to the garage building 
along its north elevation and include an extension to the east elevation) and had 
submitted a Building Regulations application for this.  The applicant has been 
advised that if he intends to proceed with this development it would require 
planning permission. 
 

4.30 Storage of materials on land adjacent to 6 Hewston Croft 

4.31 A recent complaint in 2016, alleging unauthorised storage of materials on land 
adjacent to 6 Hewston Croft.  Officers have investigated this and noted that land 
to the front of the garage building , which is screened by a tall conifer hedge is 
being used to store various items including building material (timber/ blocks) a 
large water container, a small shed and soil excavated from the foundations for 
the proposed pool.   Some soil is also deposited in front of the conifer hedge.  All 
the storage is ancillary to the use of the dwellinghouse and the level of storage 
witnessed does not constitute development requiring planning permission. 
 

4.32 Other works including: surfacing of driveway, installation of kerb stones and 
erection of a wal.to the front of the land adjacent to 6 Hewston Croft. 

4.33 A retaining block work wall has been constructed to the side and front of the land 
to south of the garage building.   This measures approximately 1.2m at its 
highest part.  Due to its height and location this wall benefits from permitted 
development and does not require planning permission. 

4.34 The installation of kerb stones does not constitute development and therefore 
these works do not require planning permission. 

4.35 The driveway has a road stone surface and in parts has been 
repaired/resurfaced.  These works do not require planning permission. 
 

 
5.0 OTHER MATTERS 
 
5.1 Issues of land ownership and access 

 
5.2 Issues relating to land ownership and access rights have also been raised by 

neighbours.  However, these matters are civil in nature and are outside the 
control of the planning system. 
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5.3 Concerns have been raised with the Council that recent planning applications for 
6 Hewston Croft have submitted with incorrect information and subsequently 
withdrawn. 
 

5.4 As these planning applications have been withdrawn there is nothing further for 
the Council to consider. 
 

5.5 Concealment of breaches of planning control and the request to serve a Planning 
Enforcement Order (PEO) 
 

5.6 Where a person deliberately conceals an unauthorised development, the 
deception may not come to light until after the time limits for taking enforcement 
action have expired. A Planning Enforcement Order enables the Local Planning 
Authority to take action in relation to an apparent breach of planning control 
notwithstanding that the time limits may have expired.   Due to the circumstances 
set out in this report Officers do not consider that the owner of the property has 
deliberately concealed any unauthorised development. 
 

5.7 Health and safety issues 
 
5.8 A neighbour has complained about an employee of the owner washing a van by 

standing on it and standing on a van to cut hedges.  Again, these matters are 
outside the control of the planning system and neighbours are advised to discuss 
such matters with the Health and Safety Executive. 
 
 

6.0 CONCLUSION 

6.1 The change of use to garden area of land adjacent to No. 6 Hewston Croft was 
undertaken over 10 years ago and has since been used ‘incidental’ to the use of 
No. 6 Hewston Croft.  Therefore, it has an established use and is immune from 
any enforcement action. No further action can be pursued in respect of this 
matter. 

6.2 The detached garage was substantially completed over four years ago (2010) 
and therefore is also immune from enforcement action.  However, it was 
extended in 2015/2016.  The garage building as extended remains within the 
parameters of permitted development and therefore no action is proposed in 
respect of this. 

6.3 Allegations of No. 6 Hewston Croft being used for businesses purposes have 
been investigated and the level of activity associated with the business use is 
considered incidental to the enjoyment of the dwellinghouse by its occupiers, 
which does not result in a ‘material change of use’.  Therefore, planning 
permission is not required for this. No further action is to be pursued in respect of 
this matter. 
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6.4 Footings have been dug out for a pool and enclosure.   If this is to be constructed 
based on the building regulations drawings, this would require planning 
permission, if work continues; the owner of the property is aware of this. 

6.5 Some materials and equipment are being stored at the property.  Based on the 
level and type of storage your officers conclude that this is ancillary to the use of 
the dwellinghouse and does not constitute development requiring planning 
permission. 

6.6 The retaining block work wall is permitted development and does not require 
planning permission.  The driveway has a road stone surface and in parts has 
been repaired/resurfaced.  These works do not require planning permission. 

6.7 The installation of kerb stones does not constitute development and therefore 
these works do not require planning permission. 

6.8 Notwithstanding the fact that the extended garden land and detached garage 
building are immune from enforcement action by virtue of Section 171B of the 
Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended) or permitted development;   
Officers are of the opinion that having regard to the Development Plan and other 
material considerations if planning permission had been sought for these 
developments, then approval would have been recommended.  Consequently, it 
would have not been expedient to pursue formal enforcement action. 

6.9 For the reasons set out under Section 5 of this report, none of the ‘other matters’ 
raised by neighbours require any further action. 
 

 
7.0  LEGAL IMPLICATIONS 

 
7.1 As set out in this report. 
 

8.0 RECOMMENDATION 

8.1 The alleged breaches of planning control as set out under paragraph 4.2 of this 
report have been investigated.  The only element, which would have required 
planning permission was the ‘change of use’ of land adjacent to 6 Hewston Croft 
to garden land.  The use of the land adjacent to 6 Hewston Croft for garden land 
has subsisted for over 10 years and therefore is immune from any enforcement 
action by virtue of Section 171B of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as 
amended).  As such, no further action is proposed. 

8.2 It is recommended that no action is taken. 
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9.0 LIST OF APPENDICES 

 Appendix A:  Plan 1 – Planning Permission CH/86/194 - Erection of house and 
garage.  (Location Plan) 
 
Appendix B:  Plan 2 – Planning Permission CH/06/0001 - Retention of 2.2 high 
boundary fence, canopy to front elevation and single storey extension to rear.   
(Location Plan) 
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Appendix A:  Plan 1  
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Appendix B:  Plan 2  
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Appendix A 

Plan 1 
(Planning Permission CH/86/194 – Erection of house and garage) 
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Plan 2 
(Planning Permission CH/06/0001 - Retention of 2.2 high boundary fence,  

canopy to front elevation and single storey extension to rear.)  
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PROPOSED TREE PRESERVATION ORDER at 65 Old Penkridge Road, 

Cannock, Staffs, WS11 1HY. 

 TPO NO. 2016/06 

 

1. Purpose of Report 

 

1.1 To seek Members approval to confirm Tree Preservation Order No. 2016/06 

 

2. Background 
 

2.1 Contact was made with the Council by a local conveyancing solicitor who was 

wishing to check whether the property of 65 Old Penkridge Road was subject 

to any tree preservation orders.  The solicitor stated that the sale of the house 

could not be completed without the information.    

 

2.2 A site visit was carried out by the tree officer to check the situation.  Old 

Penkridge Road is a tree lined street with the trees to the front of 65 adding 

significantly to the street scene.     

  

2.3 Due to the perceived threat to the trees an emergency TPO was served in order 

to protect the street scene.    

  

2.4 The council have received a letter of objection from the new owner of the 

property, details of the objection can be viewed within section 3.     

  

2.5 The council have also received six letters (including emails) of support for the 

production of the TPO.  Reasons for supporting the TPO are as follows:  

 

• The environmental benefits of trees both locally and nationally.  

• Neighbourhood will – that the people living with this area chose and pay a 

premium to live within a leafy street. 

• A lack of adequate reasons for destroying trees.  

• Risk of precedence when managing other trees within the street. 

• Financial impact of removing trees due to reduced property values.    

  

 

3. Objection to TPO and Officer Response 

 

3.1 Objection 1: 

 

 Trees are causing damage to the property including crack brick works within 

the garage wall.  Trees are also close to the foundations of the house.    

 

 Response: 

 

 Although there is some cracking within the brickwork of the garage, no 

evidence has been submitted which implicates the trees and the damage is 

limited to the area adjacent to T1.  No trial pits have been excavated to 

identify the foundation depth of the garage or to check for the presence of 

roots.       
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 Objection 2:    

  

 The guttering and roof of the property are affected by leaves. 

 

 Response: 

 

 Leaf fall is a natural bi-product of trees.  Felling to prevent or mitigate leaf fall 

is not only unsustainable but would have a significantly negative impact on the 

local environment the prevention of which is the primary purpose of Tree 

Preservation Orders.  The cleaning of gutters should be considered as general 

property maintenance.     

 

 Objection 3: 

 

 The trees obstruct natural light to the property.  

 

 Response:    

 

Shade is again a natural bi-product of trees.  Felling to prevent or mitigate 

light loss is not only unsustainable but would have a significantly negative 

impact on the local environment the prevention of which is the primary 

purpose of Tree Preservation Orders. 

 

 Objection 4: 

 

 The driveway is slippery from falling leaves creating a hazard.  

 

 Response: 

 

See response to objection 2 regarding leaf fall.  The removal of leaves from 

the drive with a rake and blower should be a relatively straight forward 

exercise and one which must be expected when purchasing a house within the 

leafy suburbs.      

 

Objection 5: 

 

The objector is concerned that the breakage of any branches from the trees 

could cause significant damage to the property.    

 

Response: 

 

This could be said of all trees.  In reality the level of risk associated with trees 

is very low as long as they are managed appropriately.  The general public are 

more than capable of recognising obvious defects in trees and this can be seen 

by the issues that are reported to the council regarding to defect trees under 

council ownership.  If the resident was unable to quantify the implications of a 

defect then this should be checked by a competent person.  Although the trees 

have not been inspected in detail there were no obvious defects (other than 

deadwood) when the TPO was created.   
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Objection 6: 

 

The trees are overhanging the neighbour’s property blocking the gutters and 

obstructing light.   

 

Response:  

 

 See response to objection 2 and 3.   

 

 Objection 7: 

 

The home buyers report states that there are a number of mature and semi 

mature trees on the site which are within influencing distance of the property. 

 

Response:  

 

The comments made in relation to the trees within the homebuyers survey 

should not be considered to be professional advice as trees are not within the 

surveyor’s own expertise.  These comments are simply to make the mortgage 

lender aware of the situation and absolve the surveyor of liability.  In this 

situation the mortgage lender will usually insist that the buyer obtains a tree 

report if they believe the risk is significant.  The objector has made no 

reference to a tree report and so presumably the mortgage lender did not 

condition one.  

 

Additionally, zone of influence relates to indirect damage caused by 

subsidence and/or heave and in reality all of the trees on this site are within 

influencing distance as are those off-site.  Tree related subsidence though is 

rare within the Cannock Chase district due to the underlying geological strata 

which tends to little potential for shrinkage.   

 

The fact that the surveyor makes no claim that damage to the garage is as a 

result of the trees may indicate that it is not.  If they had then the mortgage 

would most likely be issued on the condition that the implicated tree is 

removed and the council have been provided with no evidence of this.               
 

 

4. Human Rights Implications 
 

4.1  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. 
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5. Recommendation 

 

5.1 Although there is some minor damage to the garage, no evidence has been 

provided to indicate that this may be as a result of the trees.  It is therefore 

advised that the TPO should be confirmed without modification. 

 

 Should the committee be minded to consider the unsubstantiated damage to 

the garage when making a decision then it is recommended that if the TPO is 

modified on confirmation, then the modification should be limited to the 

exclusion of T1.   
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Appendix 1 – TPO Plan and 1
st
 Schedule 
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.SCHEDULE  
 

SPECIFICATION OF TREES 
 
 

Trees specified individually 
(encircled in black on the map) 

 
Reference on map  Description   Situation 
 
T1        Birch    Side of house 
 
T2    Lime     Side of house 
 
T3    Pine    Front garden 
 
T4    Birch    Front garden 
 
T5    Birch     Front garden 
 
T6    Lime     Rear garden  
           
  
 
 
 Trees specified by reference to an area 
 (within a dotted black line on the map)   

 
Reference on map  Description   Situation 

 
    None 
 
 
 Groups of trees 
 (within a broken black line on the map) 
 
Reference on map  Description   Situation 
    
G1    Pine x 2    Front garden 
 
 
 Woodlands 
 (within a continuous black line on the map) 
 
Reference on map  Description   Situation 
 
    None  
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Appendix 2 – Amenity Assessment 
 
 

      Tree Evaluation Method for Preservation Orders

 (TEMPO)

Surveyor:- Date:- Species:-

Location:-

TPO Ref:- 2016/06 Tree/Group No:- Owner:-

Part 1:-  Amenity Assessment

   5)  Good - Highly Suitable

   3)  Fair - Suitable 

   1)  Poor - Unlikely to be Suitable

   0)  Dead, Dying or Dangerous - Unsuitable *

   5)  100+  Highly Suitable

   4)  40 - 100  Very Suitable  

   2)  20 - 40  Suitable  

   1)  10 - 20  Just Suitable 

   0)  <10 *  Unsuitable  

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

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

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

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

   1)  Trees not visible to the public regardless of size

d)   Other Factors.  Must have accrued 7 points or more (with no zeros) to qualify

   5)  Principle components of arboricultural features, or veteran trees

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

   3)  Trees with identifiable historic, commemorative or habitat importance

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

   1)  Trees with none of the above redeeming features (inc. those with indifferent form)

Part 2:-  Expediency Assessment   (Must have accrued 9 points or more 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 scores - do not apply TPO 1 - 6 = TPO indefensible 7 - 11 = Does not merit TPO

12 - 15 = TPO defensible 16+ = Definitely merits TPO

TOTAL SCORE:- 18 DECISION:-

4

5

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

c)   Relative Public Visibility and Suitability for TPO.  Consider realistic potential for future visibility with changed land     

Notes:-

4

Merits TPO

BirchC Garner 17.01.2017

65 Old Penkridge Road, Cannock

T1

Notes:- 

Notes:-

a)   Condition and Suitability for TPO.  

Notes:-

b)   Retention Span (in years) and Suitability for TPO.   

*  Includes trees which are existing or are near future nuisance, including those clearly outgrowing 

their context, or are significantly negating the potential of other trees of better quality  

Notes:- 

3

2

 

 

ITEM NO. 6.23



ENCLOSURE 

 

 
      Tree Evaluation Method for Preservation Orders

 (TEMPO)

Surveyor:- Date:- Species:-

Location:-

TPO Ref:- 2016/06 Tree/Group No:- Owner:-

Part 1:-  Amenity Assessment

   5)  Good - Highly Suitable

   3)  Fair - Suitable 

   1)  Poor - Unlikely to be Suitable

   0)  Dead, Dying or Dangerous - Unsuitable *

   5)  100+  Highly Suitable

   4)  40 - 100  Very Suitable  

   2)  20 - 40  Suitable  

   1)  10 - 20  Just Suitable 

   0)  <10 *  Unsuitable  

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

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

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

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

   1)  Trees not visible to the public regardless of size

d)   Other Factors.  Must have accrued 7 points or more (with no zeros) to qualify

   5)  Principle components of arboricultural features, or veteran trees

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

   3)  Trees with identifiable historic, commemorative or habitat importance

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

   1)  Trees with none of the above redeeming features (inc. those with indifferent form)

Part 2:-  Expediency Assessment   (Must have accrued 9 points or more 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 scores - do not apply TPO 1 - 6 = TPO indefensible 7 - 11 = Does not merit TPO

12 - 15 = TPO defensible 16+ = Definitely merits TPO

TOTAL SCORE:- 22 DECISION:-

5

Notes:-

Merits TPO

*  Includes trees which are existing or are near future nuisance, including those clearly outgrowing 

their context, or are significantly negating the potential of other trees of better quality  

c)   Relative Public Visibility and Suitability for TPO.  Consider realistic potential for future visibility with changed land     

Notes:-

4

Notes:- 

4

a)   Condition and Suitability for TPO.  

Notes:-

5

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

b)   Retention Span (in years) and Suitability for TPO.   

Notes:- 

4

C Garner 17.01.2017 Lime

65 Old Penkridge Road, Cannock

T2

 

 

 

ITEM NO. 6.24



ENCLOSURE 

 

 

 
      Tree Evaluation Method for Preservation Orders

 (TEMPO)

Surveyor:- Date:- Species:-

Location:-

TPO Ref:- 2016/06 Tree/Group No:- Owner:-

Part 1:-  Amenity Assessment

   5)  Good - Highly Suitable

   3)  Fair - Suitable 

   1)  Poor - Unlikely to be Suitable

   0)  Dead, Dying or Dangerous - Unsuitable *

   5)  100+  Highly Suitable

   4)  40 - 100  Very Suitable  

   2)  20 - 40  Suitable  

   1)  10 - 20  Just Suitable 

   0)  <10 *  Unsuitable  

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

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

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

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

   1)  Trees not visible to the public regardless of size

d)   Other Factors.  Must have accrued 7 points or more (with no zeros) to qualify

   5)  Principle components of arboricultural features, or veteran trees

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

   3)  Trees with identifiable historic, commemorative or habitat importance

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

   1)  Trees with none of the above redeeming features (inc. those with indifferent form)

Part 2:-  Expediency Assessment   (Must have accrued 9 points or more 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 scores - do not apply TPO 1 - 6 = TPO indefensible 7 - 11 = Does not merit TPO

12 - 15 = TPO defensible 16+ = Definitely merits TPO

TOTAL SCORE:- 20 DECISION:-

5

Notes:-

Merits TPO

*  Includes trees which are existing or are near future nuisance, including those clearly outgrowing 

their context, or are significantly negating the potential of other trees of better quality  

c)   Relative Public Visibility and Suitability for TPO.  Consider realistic potential for future visibility with changed land     

Notes:-

4

Notes:- 

4

a)   Condition and Suitability for TPO.  

Notes:-

3

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

b)   Retention Span (in years) and Suitability for TPO.   

Notes:- 

4

C Garner 17.01.2017 Pine

65 Old Penkridge Road, Cannock

T3

 

 

ITEM NO. 6.25



ENCLOSURE 

 

 
      Tree Evaluation Method for Preservation Orders

 (TEMPO)

Surveyor:- Date:- Species:-

Location:-

TPO Ref:- 2016/06 Tree/Group No:- Owner:-

Part 1:-  Amenity Assessment

   5)  Good - Highly Suitable

   3)  Fair - Suitable 

   1)  Poor - Unlikely to be Suitable

   0)  Dead, Dying or Dangerous - Unsuitable *

   5)  100+  Highly Suitable

   4)  40 - 100  Very Suitable  

   2)  20 - 40  Suitable  

   1)  10 - 20  Just Suitable 

   0)  <10 *  Unsuitable  

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

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

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

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

   1)  Trees not visible to the public regardless of size

d)   Other Factors.  Must have accrued 7 points or more (with no zeros) to qualify

   5)  Principle components of arboricultural features, or veteran trees

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

   3)  Trees with identifiable historic, commemorative or habitat importance

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

   1)  Trees with none of the above redeeming features (inc. those with indifferent form)

Part 2:-  Expediency Assessment   (Must have accrued 9 points or more 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 scores - do not apply TPO 1 - 6 = TPO indefensible 7 - 11 = Does not merit TPO

12 - 15 = TPO defensible 16+ = Definitely merits TPO

TOTAL SCORE:- 20 DECISION:-

5

Notes:-

Merits TPO

*  Includes trees which are existing or are near future nuisance, including those clearly outgrowing 

their context, or are significantly negating the potential of other trees of better quality  

c)   Relative Public Visibility and Suitability for TPO.  Consider realistic potential for future visibility with changed land     

Notes:-

4

Notes:- 

4

a)   Condition and Suitability for TPO.  

Notes:-

3

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

b)   Retention Span (in years) and Suitability for TPO.   

Notes:- 

4

C Garner 17.01.2017 Birch

65 Old Penkridge Road, Cannock

T4

 

 

 

ITEM NO. 6.26



ENCLOSURE 

 

 

 
      Tree Evaluation Method for Preservation Orders

 (TEMPO)

Surveyor:- Date:- Species:-

Location:-

TPO Ref:- 2016/06 Tree/Group No:- Owner:-

Part 1:-  Amenity Assessment

   5)  Good - Highly Suitable

   3)  Fair - Suitable 

   1)  Poor - Unlikely to be Suitable

   0)  Dead, Dying or Dangerous - Unsuitable *

   5)  100+  Highly Suitable

   4)  40 - 100  Very Suitable  

   2)  20 - 40  Suitable  

   1)  10 - 20  Just Suitable 

   0)  <10 *  Unsuitable  

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

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

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

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

   1)  Trees not visible to the public regardless of size

d)   Other Factors.  Must have accrued 7 points or more (with no zeros) to qualify

   5)  Principle components of arboricultural features, or veteran trees

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

   3)  Trees with identifiable historic, commemorative or habitat importance

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

   1)  Trees with none of the above redeeming features (inc. those with indifferent form)

Part 2:-  Expediency Assessment   (Must have accrued 9 points or more 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 scores - do not apply TPO 1 - 6 = TPO indefensible 7 - 11 = Does not merit TPO

12 - 15 = TPO defensible 16+ = Definitely merits TPO

TOTAL SCORE:- 20 DECISION:-

5

Notes:-

Merits TPO

*  Includes trees which are existing or are near future nuisance, including those clearly outgrowing 

their context, or are significantly negating the potential of other trees of better quality  

c)   Relative Public Visibility and Suitability for TPO.  Consider realistic potential for future visibility with changed land     

Notes:-

4

Notes:- 

4

a)   Condition and Suitability for TPO.  

Notes:-

3

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

b)   Retention Span (in years) and Suitability for TPO.   

Notes:- 

4

C Garner 17.01.2017 Birch

65 Old Penkridge Road, Cannock

T5

 

 

ITEM NO. 6.27



ENCLOSURE 

 

 

 
      Tree Evaluation Method for Preservation Orders

 (TEMPO)

Surveyor:- Date:- Species:-

Location:-

TPO Ref:- 2016/06 Tree/Group No:- Owner:-

Part 1:-  Amenity Assessment

   5)  Good - Highly Suitable

   3)  Fair - Suitable 

   1)  Poor - Unlikely to be Suitable

   0)  Dead, Dying or Dangerous - Unsuitable *

   5)  100+  Highly Suitable

   4)  40 - 100  Very Suitable  

   2)  20 - 40  Suitable  

   1)  10 - 20  Just Suitable 

   0)  <10 *  Unsuitable  

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

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

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

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

   1)  Trees not visible to the public regardless of size

d)   Other Factors.  Must have accrued 7 points or more (with no zeros) to qualify

   5)  Principle components of arboricultural features, or veteran trees

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

   3)  Trees with identifiable historic, commemorative or habitat importance

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

   1)  Trees with none of the above redeeming features (inc. those with indifferent form)

Part 2:-  Expediency Assessment   (Must have accrued 9 points or more 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 scores - do not apply TPO 1 - 6 = TPO indefensible 7 - 11 = Does not merit TPO

12 - 15 = TPO defensible 16+ = Definitely merits TPO

TOTAL SCORE:- 16 DECISION:-

5

Notes:-

Merits TPO

*  Includes trees which are existing or are near future nuisance, including those clearly outgrowing 

their context, or are significantly negating the potential of other trees of better quality  

c)   Relative Public Visibility and Suitability for TPO.  Consider realistic potential for future visibility with changed land     

Notes:-

3

Notes:- 

1

a)   Condition and Suitability for TPO.  

Notes:-

3

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

b)   Retention Span (in years) and Suitability for TPO.   

Notes:- 

4

C Garner 17.01.2017 Lime

65 Old Penkridge Road, Cannock

T6

 

 

ITEM NO. 6.28



ENCLOSURE 

 

 

 
      Tree Evaluation Method for Preservation Orders

 (TEMPO)

Surveyor:- Date:- Species:-

Location:-

TPO Ref:- 2016/06 Tree/Group No:- Owner:-

Part 1:-  Amenity Assessment

   5)  Good - Highly Suitable

   3)  Fair - Suitable 

   1)  Poor - Unlikely to be Suitable

   0)  Dead, Dying or Dangerous - Unsuitable *

   5)  100+  Highly Suitable

   4)  40 - 100  Very Suitable  

   2)  20 - 40  Suitable  

   1)  10 - 20  Just Suitable 

   0)  <10 *  Unsuitable  

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

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

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

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

   1)  Trees not visible to the public regardless of size

d)   Other Factors.  Must have accrued 7 points or more (with no zeros) to qualify

   5)  Principle components of arboricultural features, or veteran trees

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

   3)  Trees with identifiable historic, commemorative or habitat importance

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

   1)  Trees with none of the above redeeming features (inc. those with indifferent form)

Part 2:-  Expediency Assessment   (Must have accrued 9 points or more 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 scores - do not apply TPO 1 - 6 = TPO indefensible 7 - 11 = Does not merit TPO

12 - 15 = TPO defensible 16+ = Definitely merits TPO

TOTAL SCORE:- 20 DECISION:-

5

Notes:-

Merits TPO

*  Includes trees which are existing or are near future nuisance, including those clearly outgrowing 

their context, or are significantly negating the potential of other trees of better quality  

c)   Relative Public Visibility and Suitability for TPO.  Consider realistic potential for future visibility with changed land     

Notes:-

4

Notes:- 

4

a)   Condition and Suitability for TPO.  

Notes:-

3

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

b)   Retention Span (in years) and Suitability for TPO.   

Notes:- 

4

C Garner 17.01.2017 Pine x 2

65 Old Penkridge Road, Cannock

G1
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ENCLOSURE 

 

 
Appendix 3 – Street Scene Photos 
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