
INCOMING EMAIL

From: Pnd8352

Sent: 19 September 2016 12:12

To: Ext Mail: Design and Heritage

Subject: District of Teignbridge (Pathfinder Village (2)

2016) Tree Preservation Order

For the attention of the Business Manager

Dear Sir

I wish to make some comments on the above named Tree

Preservation Order at Pathfinder Village:

I strongly object to the felling of these trees as it will

result in severe loss of privacy to the existing houses

abutting the boundary. There will also be a lack of

privacy for the proposed park homes and a consequent

loss of amenity for all involved. The new park homes are

planned to be built adjacent to the boundary.

Additionally, these mature deciduous and fir trees include

some fine specimens, which give the area a pleasant

wooded character thereby improving the quality of life for

local residents. Birdlife, wildlife and insect life benefit

from the existence of these trees. The removal of these 19

trees will damage the visual character of the area.

Since the imposition of the first provisional TPO in 2015



and the latest provisional TPO in August 2016, the

continuing development of the site has caused more

damage (particularly to the roots) to the protected trees by

the development of roads and underground services. The

Council needs to be aware of this and make their decision

quickly.

I trust the order will be made permanent as soon as

possible.

Yours sincerely

Mrs T B Durbin

Longwood,

Tedburn St Mary,

Exeter

EX6 6AF



INCOMING EMAIL

From: Keith Barzey [mailto: ]

Sent: 20 September 2016 14:43

To: Mark Waddams

Subject: TPO E2/46/12. Pathfinder Village.

Dear Mark,

Further to my letter to the Council dated 12th September,

2016, I have had occasion to read on the Councilâ??s

website the letter dated 16th September from

Avondaleâ??s lawyers, Shakespeare Martineau.

It would appear they are still under the illusion that their

clients are in possession of a Planning Permission for the

extended park homes layout when, in fact, they only have

a Certificate for Lawful Use or Development

(08/04120/CLDF dated 18th February, 2009).

My understanding, referring to the Governmentâ??s

Planning Portal relating to Lawful Development

Certificates, is that this Certificate is not a Planning

Permission (see copy extract page V3.2, attached).

Furthermore, reference to the Governmentâ??s â??TPOs

A Guide to the Law and Good Practiceâ?? it is specified

that protected trees may only be cut down or worked on if

required to implement a Planning Permission (copy

extract para 6.14 attached).

It is clear, therefore, that Avondale do not have any



authority to fell or work on the trees covered by the TPO,

as their Certificate does not carry sufficient weight to

override it.

I have no doubt that you and Mrs Mauger are already

aware of the legal situation in this respect but, in view of

the fact that this is an important part of Avondaleâ??s

submission and that it was six months ago since this point

was previously made, I though it pertinent to mention it

now, for which I hope you will forgive me.

Also, it would seem that Shakespeare Martineau have

failed to appreciate that their clientâ??s tree consultant,

Mr Baker, has now agreed with your tree amenity

valuation.

I trust the Provisional TPO will be made permanent in

due course.

Regards, Keith BarzeyAttachments:

(1) Extract from Planning Portal ref.Lawful Development

Certificates.jpg(1 KB)

(2) Extract Gov's TPOs A Guide to the Law and Good

Practice.jpg(942 B)











Teignbridge District Council.                    Support of TPO E2/46/12.      
Planning Department.  
25.9.16
As Residents of the house ' Woodleah', we support the making permanent of TPO E2/46/12.
We  are on the direct western Boundary with Pathfinder Village, we share the trees concerned, and have had 
to have a recent survey to demonstrate the correct boundary line, as the site Plans submitted to the council 
previously at the end of  February 2016 by Avondale for both the Felling of 19 trees, and the mobile home 
layout, showed a boundary up to 4 meters, inside our land extending through our house, this  should be made  
clear on future plans. 
Also on 15.9.16 a number of men instructed by Avondale accessed our garden via the bank and felled a tree 
within my boundary line, and were there without prior knowledge or permission. I was absent and was  
informed by the site manager when they were challenged that this tree had Ash Dieback and they said they 
had permission to fell, no communication occurred before this event causing distress and alarm to ourselves 
including my 94 year old father. Two trees were felled that day.
-The trees grow at a graded height from our ground level rising via a raised bank to Pathfinders ground level 
approximately  4 meters above us.
-The trees are of various types and have been left unmanaged until now, and wildlife and birds were in 
abundance. 
-They form an effective screen from the road noise of both the C50 and A30, the loss of which would be 
detrimental to ourselves, neighbours and Pathfinder residents.
-The trees also reduce pollution and act as a wind break, they screen ourselves and neighbours from 
Pathfinder, and our own privacy would be severely  reduced if they were removed. Pathfinders argument at the 
meeting on 26 Feb was the planting of a Beech hedge on the boundary would be sufficient replacement,  but 
this is a small and ineffectual recompense for a height variation of trees already existing and contributing to a 
varied habitat for wildlife.
-Pathfinder's plan is out of keeping with the local area. The look of the existing  Park home layout, is one of 
homes nestling among mature trees, standing above extensive under planting, which has shaped the visual 
amenity around this Parish for many years, and is  a  recognised attraction for residents, visitors and  passers 
by.
-if felling were allowed to go ahead it would leave a visually intrusive high density urban housing plan, devoid 
of mature trees and establishing gardens. The site is so close to the C50 it would highlight the loss of high 
hedges and mature trees that are currently visible throughout  the length of the C50, which is a locally known 
landmark road because of this very feature.
-The trees have recently had earth In filled around their base, covering their root protection zones, although a 
significant pile of felled wood and branches have recently been moved from under the  canopy of some trees. 
There is also a new high earth bank beside trees earmarked for felling and dieback is visible from the road.
-Teignbridge district council had the foresight years ago  to put a TPO against this very site, but it was revoked, 
because Pathfinder agreed to maintain and protect the trees. Now those very same trees are  under threat of 
permanent removal in spite of repeated and sustained valid objections from the parish, neighbours and their 
residents.
This is why we are steadfast in our  support of  making  this TPO permanent, not just for ourselves but also 
future generations at a time when so many habitats and species are in decline from land development.
Thank you.Alison & Rob Hayes, Sophie Hayes, Connor Howe,William Timms.
Residents of 'Woodleah' Tedburn St Mary, EX6 6AF



INCOMING EMAIL

From: Annice Matten

Sent: 26 September 2016 13:12

To: Ext Mail: Design and Heritage

Subject: District of Teignbridge (Pathfinder Village (2)

2016) Tree Preservation Order 2016

I am writing on behalf of the Pathfinder Village Residents

Association which represents around 400 residents

currently living in the village. We would like the

following comments regarding the above order to be

noted:- 1. It is understood that it is the Secretary of State's

view that Tree Preservation Orders should be used to

protect selected trees and woodlands if their removal

would have a significant impact on the local environment

and its enjoyment by the public. The trees currently

protected by this order offer a present and future

contribution to the surrounding area through biodiversity

and environmental benefits of air quality improvement,

rain fall dissipation and enrichment to the surrounding

area. Taking into account the ongoing and future

development of the site these trees serve as a varied

screen of vegetation which contributes to a reasonable

degree of public benefit.

2. Avondale Property Holdings state on their own website

that " Trees are felled as a last resort only if they prove

dangerous near a property " Clearly this is not the case



with the trees in question which, with the exception of the

3 private residential properties which share a border with

the village, are not near or overhanging any park home.

Further, it is not clear from the plans submitted with

Application 06/05975/CLDP whether the area outlined

does include the area in which the trees covered by the

order

are situated.

3. The first provisional TPO was served on 04 September

2015 and since that time a further 2 provisional orders

have been served. Teignbridge have stated that the current

order was required to ensure the protection of trees while

there is still continuing debate regarding the planning

history of the site. Teignbridge are in possession of all

previous planning applications and associated documents

and it is difficult to comprehend why it has taken over 12

months to establish the planning history and confirm,

amend or let the order lapse.

4. The Amenity Evaluation Rating assessments carried

out on 04.09.2015 and 08.02.16 give an identical rating of

17. It is understood that the bench mark score is 15+ and

therefore this assessment merits a TPO.

In view of the above we would wish for the TPO to be

confirmed and made permanent without further

procrastination and delay.

Annice Matten

Secretary Pathfinder Village Residents Association.

14A Six Acre

Pathfinder Village

Exeter

EX6 6BZ



INCOMING EMAIL

From: ANTHONY SKEET

Sent: 26 September 2016 22:02

To: Ext Mail: Design and Heritage

Subject: Pathfinder Village Tree Preservation Order

(TPO) 2016

I am writing as a resident of Pathfinder Village to express

my wholehearted support for the Council's action to

ensure the trees remain protected whilst separate planning

issues are resolved.

The trees have, in the past year, twice exceeded the

Amenity Evaluation Rating needed to justify the issue of

a TPO and on that factor alone, it is hard to understand

what could reasonably delay the provisional order from

becoming permanent. Such a measure, particularly if

extended to include the rest of Pathfinder Village, would

enable residents to enjoy the amenities of living in a

wooded environment confident that commercial pressure

will not be allowed to become too influential.

Anthony Skeet
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