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SUMMARY

This report asks members to consider whether a provisional Tree Preservation Order, in the village
of Woodhall Spa, should be confirmed (made permanent).

RECOMMENDATIONS

The 19 Witham Road, Woodhall Spa 2025 (215.30) Tree Preservation Order be confirmed without

modification.

REASONS FOR RECOMMENDATIONS

It is expedient and in the interests of amenity to protect the tree from removal or harmful work.




OTHER OPTIONS CONSIDERED

1. The committee may decide to confirm the Order, in which case the TPO will be made
permanent as it is, protecting T1 (pine). This will be recorded and interested parties
notified.

2. The committee may decide the tree, T1 (pine) is not suitable for protection, in which case
the decision not to confirm the TPO would be recorded and interested parties notified.

BACKGROUND

1 A provisional Tree Preservation Order (TPO) was made on the 30t °f May 2025 under delegated

powers.

The TPO is an Individual Order, protecting a single pine tree. Appendix ‘A’ shows the location
plan and photos of the subject tree (images 1 - 6). The location plan (image 1) shows the tree
identified as T1, represented as a black circle, within the rear garden space of 19, Witham Road,
close to the rear boundary line and adjacent to Sainsbury’s car park.

The tree is an evergreen pine species (Pinus sylvestris), mature in age, and in good health and
structural condition.

The tree is publicly visible from Sainsbury’s car park and from the highway, Tattershall Road,
providing amenity to the surrounding area.

The tree is located within the Woodhall Spa Conservation Area. The council received a Section
211 Notice for the felling of the subject tree. In the interest of amenity, the council served a
provisional Tree Preservation Order.

The council determined it justified in the interests of amenity, within the 6 weeks date of notice,
to protect this tree by virtue of a provisional Tree Preservation Order (TPO).

REPORT

On the 13t °f May 2025 the council received a Section 211 Notice, a notification to the council
for the felling of the subject tree, within the Woodhall Spa Conservation Area. The reason for
removal, stated in the notification was that the tree is heavily leaning and wind damaged.

Following receipt of this Section 211 Notice, on the 29t May the councils Arboricultural Officer,
at this time, made a site visit to assess the tree. The following notes were made by the visiting
officer:

“The tree is a fine healthy specimen - in good physiological and structural condition. Any lean is
very slight and any wind damage is minor - neither have any impact on the trees long safe useful
life expectancy. Its removal would significantly detract from the visual amenity provided by trees
in area. A close neighbouring tree was allowed to be removed recently on the grounds that this
remaining tree would have more space to develop”

The assessment of the tree concluded that it was justified in the interests of amenity to make a
Tree Preservation Order. On the 30t °f May, within the 6 weeks of the date of notice, the council
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made a provisional Tree Preservation Order. Until confirmation an order shall take effect

provisionally on the date on which it is made until:

(a) the expiration of a period of six months beginning with the date on which the order was
made.

(b) the date on which the order is confirmed; or

(c) the date on which the authority decides not to confirm the order,

whichever first occurs.

Expediency to make a Tree Preservation Order - It was expedient because there was a threat
that the tree would be felled. Removal or significant works would have a significant negative
impact on the local environment and its enjoyment by the public. In addition to this, special
attention is paid to the desirability of preserving the character and appearance of the Woodhall
Conservation Area

Amenity value of the tree - To assess amenity, particularly the visual impact on the local
environment and its enjoyment by the public, the Helliwell System is used by East Lindsey District
Council. This scores trees out of 10. The threshold is currently set at 3. Trees that score below
this threshold are lacking the values necessary to determine high amenity value. Trees that score
3 or above are considered to have moderate to high amenity value.

The pine tree, which is referred to as T1 within the provisional Order is a particularly good
example of the species (images 1 - 6). Amenity assessments confirm the tree is suitable for
protection. On the 29t °f May, the previous Arboricultural Officer carried out a Helliwell Amenity
Assessment giving a score of 7. On the 19t °f September the current Arboricultural Officer visited
the site, met with the applicant and assessed the tree. A re-evaluation of the Helliwell
assessment, specific to data collected on site, such as height, spread, trunk diameter gives a score
of 5 (see Appendix ‘B’ for scoring breakdown). Two assessments carried out separately by two
Arboricultural Officers, both familiar with the Helliwell system, conclude that the score is above
the threshold and therefore the tree is considered to have moderate to high amenity value.

On the 8% °f August a formal objection to the provisional Tree Preservation Order was made. A
summary of the objection is as follows:
e Tree does not meet protection criteria (Policy Guidance Note TP1):

o Pine tree is solitary, lacks visual importance, and not part of a group creating visual
appeal.

o Visibility to the public is very limited:

* Only noticeable to a small percentage of supermarket users or nearby
residents.

» Visibility from Tattershall Road is minimal (approx. 12m stretch).
* Not on a main tourist route; fleeting visibility for passersby.

o Health concerns: tree shows storm damage, leans heavily, overhangs car park, and
poses safety risks.

o Independent concerns raised by three separate parties about increasing lean and
hazard.



e Incorrect Amenity Scoring by ELDC:

o

ELDC awarded score of 7 but provided no detailed breakdown.

Objection to high scores given for factors such as landscape importance, setting, and
form.

Size should be a negative factor due to lean and storm damage.
Declining condition reduces long-term amenity value.

Neighbours most affected by the tree consider it a nuisance (property damage,
excessive needles/cones).

e Does not contribute to Woodhall Spa Conservation Area:

o

Conservation Area aims at preserving late Victorian/Edwardian character and
wooded areas.

Tree is in a modernised, developed area (supermarket and housing complex).

Location not picturesque, not on a tree-lined avenue, and not in an area of public
congregation.

Removal would not deprive the community of amenity given nearby more significant
trees.

Additional Considerations

e Other trees of greater prominence in the Conservation Area have been removed recently
(e.g., Stanhope Avenue, Victoria Avenue).

¢ Removal would improve safety and neighbours’ enjoyment of their properties.

o Seeks assurance of equal treatment compared to other similar cases.

Conclusion

o Tree lacks sufficient public visibility, amenity, and health to justify a Tree Preservation Order.

e Its removal would reduce risk, alleviate nuisance, and have no significant negative
community or environmental impact.

13 The full text of this objection can be seen in Appendix ‘C’

14 Officer response to objection:

a) Amenity Value and Visibility
While it is acknowledged that the tree is not situated on a main thoroughfare, it
nonetheless occupies a position that provides clear visual amenity to users of the
supermarket, nearby footpaths, and surrounding residential properties. Visibility does
not have to be constant or panoramic to be meaningful. Trees that offer even
intermittent or localised aesthetic value contribute to the wider character of the area,
particularly when located within a Conservation Area. Moreover, amenity is not
measured purely in frequency of viewership but in quality of contribution—including
scale, form, maturity, and seasonal interest. As a mature specimen, the pine tree offers



year-round greenery and softens the appearance of the built environment, especially in
a car park setting.

b) Contribution to the Character of the Conservation Area

The tree contributes positively to the overall green character that defines the Woodhall Spa
Conservation Area. The Conservation Area exists not only to preserve historic architecture
but also to protect landscape features—particularly those that help maintain a sense of place
and tranquillity amidst modern development. A solitary mature tree can serve as an
important visual anchor in an otherwise utilitarian space. Its removal would arguably degrade
the subtle landscape fabric that the Conservation Area designation seeks to safeguard.

c) ELDC’s Amenity Score

The tree has been assessed separately by two Arboricultural Officers. The conclusion from
both assessments indicates moderate to high amenity value, appropriate given the tree’s
visibility, size, and contribution to the urban environment.

d) Tree Health and Risk Management
The tree has been assessed separately by two Arboricultural Officers. Nothing obvious was

found, either structurally or physiologically, that would raise concerns to the health or
structural integrity of the tree. The presence of leaning trees is not uncommon. Any
perceived lean is slight and inconsequential. The wind damage that has occurred, is minor.
As with any tree owner, in accordance with ‘duty of care’ with regular inspections the tree
can coexist safely within the surrounding area.

CONCLUSION

This pine tree is a healthy, mature specimen that demonstrates moderate-to-high amenity value
according to the Helliwell System. While it is not in a prominent street scene location, it makes a
valuable contribution to the local landscape, particularly within the context of the Woodhall Spa
Conservation Area. Its presence helps to soften the boundary between residential and commercial
land uses, and it offers visual interest, screening, and environmental benefits.

Given its good condition, expected longevity, and contribution to public amenity, this tree is
considered worthy of continued protection under Tree Preservation Order (TPO 215.30).

It is recommended that the Tree Preservation Order is Confirmed; made permanent.



IMPLICATIONS

SOUTH AND EAST LINCOLNSHIRE COUNCIL’S PARTNERSHIP

None

CORPORATE PRIORITIES

None

STAFFING

None

CONSTITUTIONAL AND LEGAL IMPLICATIONS

None

DATA PROTECTION

None

FINANCIAL

None

RISK MANAGEMENT

None

STAKEHOLDER / CONSULTATION / TIMESCALES

When the TPO was made, the landowner, neighbouring landowners, the ward member and other
interested stakeholders were advised. An objection was received from the tree owner.

REPUTATION

None

CONTRACTS

None



CRIME AND DISORDER

None

EQUALITY AND DIVERSITY/ HUMAN RIGHTS/ SAFEGUARDING

None

HEALTH AND WELL BEING

None

CLIMATE CHANGE AND ENVIRONMENTAL IMPLICATIONS

None

ACRONYMS

None

APPENDICES

Appendices are listed below and attached to the back of the report: -

APPENDIX ‘A’ Location Plan & Photos
APPENDIX ‘B’ Helliwell Amenity Assessment scoring breakdown
APPENDIX ‘C’ Objection Letter

BACKGROUND PAPERS

Background papers used in the production of this report are listed below: -

Document title Where the document can be viewed

Planning Practice Guidance - Tree | Online - www.gov.uk
Preservation Orders and trees in
conservation areas

Visual Amenity Valuation of Trees and | Arboricultural Association
Woodlands — The Helliwell System

Town and Country Planning Act 1990 Online - www.legislation.gov.uk

Town and Country Planning (Tree | Online - www.legislation.gov.uk
Preservation)(England) Regulations 2012




CHRONOLOGICAL HISTORY OF THIS REPORT

A report on this item has not been previously considered by a Council body.

REPORT APPROVAL

Report author: Andrew Hudson, Arboricultural Officer
Andrew.hudson@e-lindsey.gov.uk

01507 613619

Signed off by: Andrew Hudson




APPENDIX ‘A’

Images for Planning Committee Report

The 19 Witham Road, Woodhall Spa 2025 (215.30) Tree Preservation Order

Image 1 - TPO Plan showing tree T1 (pine)
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Trea Preservation Order ref: 215.30
Land at 19 Witham Road, Woodhall Spa

Danny Wilson

Team Leader - Neighbourtoods
East Lindsey District Ceuncil

The scale shown is approximate and should not be used

% for accurate measurement

Scale

1:1250

Date

30/05/2025

© Crown copynipat and database nights (2018) OF (East Lindsey District Councd heance number [00019809). You
ave perntitted to ase this data solely to enabie you to respond to, or interact with, the arganisation that provided




Image 2 - T1 (pine) (looking west from within Sainsbury’s car park)

Photo — 19.09.25



Image 3 — T1 (pine) (looking southwest into Sainsbury’s car park)

Photo — 19.08.25



Image 4 — T1 (pine) (looking northeast from within Sainsbury’s car park)

Photo — 19.08.25



Image 5 -T1 (pine) (looking west from Tattershall Road towards the junction access into Sainsbury’s
car park)

Photo — 19.08.25



Image 6 — T1 (pine) (looking south from the rear garden space of 19, Witham Road)

Photo — 19.08.25



APPENDIX ‘B’

Helliwell Amenity Assessment scoring breakdown

Helliwell Visual Amenity Assessment [22" September 2025]

T1 - Pine tree — The 19 Witham Road, Woodhall Spa 2025 (215.30) Tree Preservation Order

1. Size:

Tree Height = 20m / Average Crown Diameter = 8m

Calculated Area = 150m:2
‘large’
Score=7

Duration of Visual Amenity:

Biological Life Expectancy = 250 - 350 years
Expected Duration = >100

Current Age = est. 53yrs

Score =4

Importance of Position:

Close to public car park = Some Importance
‘supermarket car park’

Score =2

Presence of Other Trees:

More than 30% of Visual Area = ‘many’

Score=1

5. Relation to Setting:

Fairly Suitable: A definite asset to the landscape

Score=2

Scoring Matrix

Helliwell System Score
ELDC Score

0-50
50-100
100-150
150-200
200-250
250-300
300-350
350-400
400-450
450-500

OO NOOULL S WN -

=
o

6. Form: Good
Score=2
Total Score=7x4x2x1x2x2=224-ELDC Score=5

Total Value Monetary Terms = £11,672.64

Scoring Threshold

East Lindsey District’s current scoring threshold is set at “3”. Trees that score
below this threshold are lacking the values necessary to determine high
amenity value. Trees that score 3 or above are considered to have high amenity
value. This scoring matrix is a guideline for assessing the amenity value of trees.



APPENDIX ‘C’

Objection Letter

In response to the provisional Tree Preservation Order (PTPO) (215.30) dated 30 May 25, as the title
owner of the property concerned, please find below my submission that;

a) the pine tree to which this PTPO applies does not meet the criteria for protection under East
Lindsey DC’s policy (as set out in Policy Guidance Note TP1;

b) has been incorrectly (and excessively) scored under the ELDC Amenity Scoring Chart; and
c) does not contribute to the aims for which the Woodhall Spa Conservation Area was established.

Further and additionally, | have set out below the additional factors which, to date, have not been
balanced against any Amenity determination; in the interests of an impartial and balanced exercise
of its authority EDLC should fairly weigh these factors against any Amenity score determined,
whether this is the extant score, or any re-assessed score which may be awarded, as a result of my
representations under points a and b.

a) Policy Guidance Note TP1 protection criteria not sufficiently met (refer photo pack 1):

J TP1 requires that to attract protection a tree must be of “important” amenity value. This is a
solitary pine tree, offering no particular individual importance. It is located on the border of a
supermarket carpark, which in relative terms, could be considered a secluded area. It is not located
in close proximity to any of the other (approx.) 7 or 8 other trees which are visible to shoppers whilst
transiting between their cars and the store. There is no uniformity, pictoral composition or similarity
with the other trees present, and its presence does not contribute to a grouping of trees which could,
hypothetically, create an overall visual appeal.

J TP1 stipulates that “only those trees that are most visible to the public” [emphasis added]
will be considered for protection.

- Of the “public” population in Woodhall Spa, only a small percentage will drive into the
supermarket carpark in order to gain an unobstructed view of the pine tree. Of that small
percentage, it then has to be considered what percentage of that cadre will notice the presence of
a pine tree, located adjacent to the trolley shelter.

- As the annotated street map and photos attached to this submission show, the angles from
which the pine tree is visible from the perpendicular road are narrow in scope. When considering
members of the public either on foot or transiting past the entrance to the carpark, it should be
noted that pine tree is only visible for approx. 12m of the length of Tattershall road (this spans only
properties Nos 1 —4); beyond that narrow range, the pine tree is obscured either by the supermarket
itself or by 2 trees located to the rear of The Claremont Guest House, which is situated closer to
Tattershall Rd.

- Tattershall Rd is not a main throughfare of Woodall Spa in a tourism context; Therefore, the
scale of “the public” who could reasonably experience visibility of the tree are likely only those
members of the public accessing the supermarket on foot, or those residents who live in properties
in the immediately surrounding streets and who also access the village (or the supermarket) on foot.
A realistic assessment should be made of what percentage of this already reduced group size, would



be a) paying attention to the carpark which is situated behind the supermarket entrance and b)
notice a pine tree which, at eye level, sits behind the trolley shelter during the short minutes (on a
generous estimate of time) during which they cross the carpark access road, before entering the
store.

- Any occupants of passing vehicles would have visibility for only a matter of seconds.

- Of that remaining group of “the public” who do visually register the presence of a pine tree,
along the bordering fence line of the carpark, it cannot be justly assumed that all such people would
consider the tree to hold significant visual appeal or amenity.

| did request the confirmation of the parameters applied by EDLC is assessed “most visible” eg is
there a distance applicable for visibility? What is the threshold for volume of public “traffic” enjoying
the view/amenity? But | did not receive any response to this request. | have therefore been
prevented from specifically addressing how the location of the pine sits within those parameters.
However, | consider the points | have outlined above are objectively valid.

J TP1 requires that “Only those trees...that are in reasonable health and condition will be
considered for protection” NB) this is a supplemental requirement to those trees satisfying the
requirement of being “most visible” as above. (refer Photo Pack 2)

- My application to conduct removal works on the tree was submitted on my behalf by a
professional Tree Surgeon, well known to EDLC; the pine tree was highlighted to be showing
evidence of storm damage, “heavily leaning” and “overhanging” the car park. The photos attached
show that there are several substantial branches, of likely significant weight, extending beyond the
length of a car parking space.

- What the application, submitted by the tree surgeon, did not highlight was that my
application had been instigated (in large part) by approaches from 3 parties, entirely independent of
one another, raising a concern that in their opinion, the angle to which the tree trunk was leaning
had notably increased over the course of the last year; all were concerned about the risk the tree
posed to people and property in the car park.

b) Incorrect ELDC Amenity Score:

Although the Tree Officer (Mr Horton) failed to provide me with the EDLC scoring breakdown when
| sought understanding of how EDLC’s decision has been, | was informed that an overall score of 7
had been awarded. | had requested a copy of the Note from the site visit conducted (in order to help
me follow the interpretative process) but the paragraph | was sent (presumably an extract from the
official Note) lacked any particular detail.

) As | have outlined above, | find it confusing and difficult to understand how high scores could
be given against 4 out of the 6 factors (Importance of the position in the Landscape; Presence of
other trees; suitability in relation to the setting; and the form of the tree).

) | can appreciate that the size of the tree could attract a higher factor score, although | would
suggest that the size should be considered as a potentially negative consideration given the evidence
of damage and the lean identified by the tree surgeon.

) The expected duration of the visual amenity, could also have attracted a higher factor score,
but would speculate that this should not be considered as a linear correlation to the life expectancy
of the tree, as the appearance of the tree is already declining as branches continue to droop
considerably and remain susceptible to further storm damage.



The people who have the least obscured and greatest endurance of visibility of the pine tree are
myself and my immediate neighbours, who (based on my conversations with them) share my view
that the tree holds no visual appeal/amenity and in fact, causes property damage (my neighbours
shed suffered rot from the level of pine needles dropped by the tree) and a nuisance from the
continual burden of cleaning up pine needles and pine cones (refer Photo pack 3).

c) Does not contribute to the aims of the Woodhall Spa Conservation Area:

J The Woodhall Spa Conservation Area was designated for the preservation and enhancement’
of the area and covers the late Victorian/Edwardian planned area of the town a large wooded area
to the north with the Petwood Hotel.

J The area surrounding the pine tree has already undergone significant modernisation and
development (inc the supermarket itself and the housing complex immediately beyond the carpark);
this has inc the removal of trees. (refer Photo pack 4) This is not a tree located on a picturesque tree-
lined avenue; it is not located on the main throughfare into/out of the village, which offers a visually
appealing ‘welcome’; it is not a location where the public would “congregate” — it is an area of
transitory public presence and is within a few minutes walk of many other trees which offer visual
appeal and amenity, thus meaning that the public would not suffer deprivation by the removal of
this one tree. (refer Photo pack 5)

Taking all of the above into consideration, | would suggest that basic visibility to the public, let alone
visual amenity is not sufficiently established for a TPO, nor to prevent my proposed removal of the
tree, in order prevent injury or damage occurring against a member of the public, as well as
significantly increase the comfort and enjoyment afforded to my neighbours in their properties.

On a final note, | would like to ensure that the consideration of my application for removal and
subsequently the consideration of the issue of this PTPO is undertaken with due regard to parity of
treatment across the conservation area. In the last few years, a number of trees have been removed
from positions of much greater visual prominence; namely trees which have been situated along the
frontage of properties which themselves were located on historic tree-lined avenues. One such
property was the parish council office on Stanhope Avenue. | have attached some photos of this and
another property on Victora Avenue showing the trees which were removed. (refer Photo pack 6)
The removal of my pine tree would not, in my opinion, have a significant negative impact on the
environment, the community, nor its aesthetic

As | highlighted in my letter requesting the extension to the PTPO response period, | could not clearly
establish whether or not | would be afforded the opportunity to make any representations at a
council meeting etc. In the absence of a response to this question, | have sought to find an
appropriate balance between providing sufficient detail to enable understanding of my submission
points and succinctness in the interests of time.



