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EXCUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

S1. One Monterey pine growing within the curtilage of 45 Ferringham Lane  was surveyed and recorded in 

accordance with the Visual Tree Assessment (VTA) and International Society of Arboriculture (ISA) Tree 

Risk Assessment Qualification (TRAQ) methodologies. 

S2. The tree is biologically healthy, and has a reasonable structural condition. However, one ‘hazard-beam’ 

branch requires removal to eliminate the risk of its total failure, which could foreseeably occur, and 

could cause damage or injury as a consequence. The remaining canopy has high volumes of deadwood, 

which also requires removal on risk mitigation grounds.  

S3. As a result of the species-specific characteristics of the subject tree, which includes the frequent falling 

of large and heavy pine cones capable of causing damage to vehicles and other property, and injury to 

people as has already occurred, canopy reduction work to reduce the lateral spread of branches into 

the subject property is necessary. This could be achieved by specific branch removal and shortening 

works, as summaried at Section 4.  

S4. Proportionate work recommendations have been made to reduce the identified risks to as low and 

reasonably practicable (ALARP), in accordance with industry best practice, and the Common Sense Risk 

Management of Trees, Volume 2, dated 2024. 

S5. As the tree is covered by a Tree Preservation Order, an application to the local planning authority to 

obtain permission for the prescribed works will be necessary. No works may proceed without obtaining 

the necessary permission. 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 INSTRUCTION 
1.1.1. This Tree Risk Assessment Report (TRAR) has been instructed by Francoise Webster of Peoplemax 

Limited. 

1.2 TERMS OF REFERENCE (TOR) 
1.2.1. This report is intended to inform The Client of the condition of one off-site Monterey pine (T1) growing 

within the front garden of the adjacent property, and an assessment of the risk it poses to residents, users, and 

visitors to the site, and the general public.  

1.2.2. The agreed scope of work is outlined below: 

1. To undertake a site visit and inspection of the subject tree from ground level; and 
2. To produce this TRAR, which outlines the general condition of the tree stock, and makes 
recommendations where risks exist, in order to meet Tree Owner’s legal Duty of Care under the 
Occupiers’ Liability Acts. 

1.2.3. This report should be read in conjunction with the documents and plans listed below for context: 

Appendix 1. The tree survey schedule (ref. MDJAC-MDJAC-AM25111-TSS-01); 
Appendix 2. The tree survey plan (ref. MDJAC-MDJAC-AM25111-TSP-01); and 
Appendix 3. Author’s experience and qualifications. 

1.3 SITE DESCRIPTION 
1.3.1. The subject property is located on the west side of Ferringham Lane, and sits between two similarly 

sized properties. The property ownership boundary, as I understand it, extends to the highway at the front of 

the property and therefore includes a strip of shared-ownership land immediately adjacent to the highway. The 

soil in this area appears to have become compacted in the past, likely due to vehicle parking and pedestrian 

footfall. 

1.3.2. The second area of front garden, which is separated by a picket fence, is more formal in nature and 

has been largely laid to turf following the property's recent renovation. An access path leads from the informal 

area, through the formal area, to the front door of the property, and serves as the primary means of access by 

foot.  

1.3.3. The subject tree stands broadly at the juncture between the two sections described above, but within 

the curtilage of the property to the north. 
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1.4.2. The tree’s location is shown on the appended tree survey plan, which is based on satellite imagery 

embedded within our proprietary tree survey software.  

1.4.3. I have included a summary of my professional experience and qualifications at Appendix 3.  

1.5 LIMITATIONS 
1.5.1. The dimensions and assessments of the trees contained within this document reflect their condition 

at the time of the survey. I surveyed the trees from within the boundaries of the site, from the neighbour's front 

garden with permission, and from the surrounding publicly accessible areas. The presence of additional 

physiological or structural defects that are only visible from restricted-access viewpoints, such as those on the 

upper sides of branches, cannot be discounted.  

1.5.2. All trees were surveyed from ground level only, aided by the use of binoculars where considered 

necessary. Other aids included an acoustic hammer and a steel probe, both of which were used where 

necessary to confirm the extent of any dysfunctional wood, cavities, or other morphological defects.  

2 STATUTORY CONTROLS 

2.1 TREE PRESERVATION ORDERS (TPOS) 
2.1.1. I have checked the Arun District Council website’s online mapping service3 for the existence of Tree 

Preservation Orders (TPOs). This search suggests that Tree Preservation Orders (TPOs) affects all of the trees at 

the subject property, as well as those in the adjacent property. However, it is not possible to download an 

official copy of the formal TPO documents, and so I am unable to confirm which classification of order is in force. 

Figure 1: excerpt from the ADC TPO mapping system. 

 

 

3 (Arun District Council, 2026) 
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2.2 CONSERVATION AREAS (CAS) 
2.2.1. The site is not within a conservation area, and therefore there are no arboricultural constraints in this 

regard. 

3 TREE RISK ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY 

3.1 UNDERSTANDING TREE RISK 
3.1.1. Trees are dynamic organisms that are the subject of continual change and adaptation to their given 

environments. As such, they are complex organisms that are able to successfully adapt to structural defects, if 

given the time to do so4. 

3.1.2. Statistics on tree-related injuries suggest that the risk of being killed by a falling tree, either in whole 

or in part, is around 1:15,000,000 [one in fifteen million]5. Approximately 55 A&E cases per year relate to injuries 

resulting from being struck by trees, and this is exceedingly small when compared to A&E cases for other, 

commonly accepted risks, including 2.9 million leisure-related cases; footballs (262,000), children’s swings 

(10,900) and even wheelie bins (2,200) are involved in significantly more incidents on an annual basis6. 

3.1.3. Accordingly, it is imperative to maintain this perspective when assessing the risk posed by trees, in 

order to avoid unnecessary tree removals or pruning, and thus, diminishing the wider ecosystem services that 

they provide society. 

3.2 SURVEY METHODOLOGY 
General 

3.2.1. The survey was conducted using the International Society of Arboriculture (ISA) Tree Risk Assessment 

Qualification (TRAQ) methodology. This process builds on the Visual Tree Assessment (VTA), which provides a 

biomechanics-based approach for inspecting trees and has become the standard methodology for 

arboriculturists. The ISA methodology provides three levels of survey, and these are intended to provide a cost-

effective solution for all sizes of tree stock, as outlined below. 

• Level 1 – Limited visual inspection: seeks to highlight trees with notable or obvious defects, usually 
within large populations of trees, by completing a walk or drive-by survey, and highlighting trees for further 
assessment where necessary; 

• Level 2 – Basic assessment: includes a detailed assessment of trees, aided by hand tools where 
necessary, their growing environments and the targets surrounding the trees; or  

• Level 3 – Advanced assessment: usually prescribed following a Level 2 assessment, this level seeks to 
provide additional, detailed information about specific tree parts, defects, targets, or site conditions. 
Specialised equipment such as microdrills or sonic tomography may be used to identify internal decay or 
defects. 

 

 

4 (The National Tree Safety Group, 2024) 
5 (The National Tree Safety Group, 2024) 
6 (The National Tree Safety Group, 2024) 



Tree Risk Assessment Report 
Document Ref: MDJAC-MDJAC-AM25111-TRAR-01   

Site: 43 Ferringham Lane, Ferring, West Sussex, BN12 5NB  Page 7 of 14 

Scope of survey 

3.2.2. A Level 2 ‘Basic Assessment’ survey was undertaken. This level of survey methodology comprises a 

ground-based, non-invasive assessment of each individual tree which seeks to7: 

• Where applicable, determine the significant targets and target zone for the tree or branches of concern; 
• Review the site history, conditions, and species failure profile; 
• Inspect the tree visually, and where deemed necessary, use hand tools including but not limited to 

binoculars, a nylon-headed mallet, probes, or shovels to determine structural condition; 
• Assess expected loads on the tree and its constituent parts; 
• Assess general tree health; 
• Record observations of site conditions, defects and outward signs of potential internal defects and 

response growth; 
• If necessary, recommend advanced assessment; 
• Analyse the collected data to determine the likelihood and consequences of failure in order to evaluate 

the degree of risk; 
• Develop mitigation options and estimate residual risk for each option; and 
• Develop and submit the findings to The Client/tree manager and advise on reinspection intervals. 

 

Target assessment 

3.2.3. In the context of tree risk assessment, a target is any person, structure or property that may be 

damaged in the event of a failure.  

3.2.4. The target zone is the area immediately surrounding the tree, and therefore, objects within this area 

are targets by default. Targets may therefore include but not be limited to, pedestrians using footpaths or 

bridgeways, street furniture such as lamp columns and road signs, cars parked in laybys, or those being driven 

on roads adjacent to trees.  

3.2.5. In all risk assessments, humans are the principal target. Therefore, occupancy rates of people in the 

tree target zones are a material consideration when undertaking tree risk assessments. Protection factors, such 

as the presence of other trees or buildings, may offer an element of protection for people within the tree target 

zone; these are also considered as part of the ISA TRAQ methodology. 

3.2.6. Targets may fall into one of three categories:  

• Static targets: targets that are fixed or not easily moved, such as houses, sheds, and street furniture; 
• Movable targets: targets that can be re-located with relative ease, such as sculptures, parked cars, or 

playground equipment; or 
• Mobile targets: those that are in motion or move intermittently, such as pedestrians, bicycles, or cars. 

 

Data analysis and risk categorisation 

3.2.7. The ISA TRAQ methodology requires assessments to be made in regard to three key aspects of tree 

risk: the likelihood of failure occurring, the likelihood of the tree part impacting a target if a failure occurred 

(irrespective of the likelihood of failure), and the consequences of such a failure occurring. Additional 

information on these assessments is provided below for transparency. 

 

7 (Dunster, Smiley, Matheny, & Lilly, 2017) 
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3.2.17. Extreme risk: the extreme-risk category applies in situations in which failure is imminent with a high 

likelihood of impacting the target, and the consequences are severe. The tree risk assessor should recommend 

mitigation measures to be undertaken as soon as is practicable. In some cases, this may require exclusion zones 

be set up in order to minimise access to the tree to avoid injury. 

Timescales 

3.2.18. In order to provide clarity and a sense of urgency, I have developed a series of standardised timescales 

to assist in the prioritisation of recommended works. These are provided in addition to the tree risk rating above 

and are set out below: 

• Priority 1 (P1) – Action recommended work as soon as practicable; 

• Priority 2 (P2) – Action recommended works within 6 months of survey; 

• Priority 3 (P3) – Action recommended works within 2 years of survey;  

• Priority 4 (P4) – Action recommended works during the next available round of routine tree works, as 
budget allows, or prior to the next inspection; and 

• Priority 5 (P5) – No works are considered necessary. 

4 THE TREE 

4.1 RISK ASSESSMENT 
4.1.1. The pine tree is set back from the road, and much of the canopy is screened from direct views from 

the areas of Ferringham Lane immediately opposite the property. However, the upper canopy is visible from 

Clover Lane to the north.  

4.1.2. The base of the tree is typical of a mature specimen of this species and shows no external features 

indicative of significant structural defects or underlying decay, such as that associated with wood-decay fungi. 

Accordingly, there are no material concerns regarding the structural integrity of the lower trunk or root system. 

The only notable issue is the compacted nature of the soil immediately adjacent to the base of the tree, which 

may, over time, adversely affect water and nutrient uptake. 

4.1.3. The canopy appears vigorous, with no deviation in needle size, colour, or density from that expected 

of a physiologically healthy specimen. This indicates normal physiological function and, as such, allows for a 

broader range of management options to be considered. 

4.1.4. My assessment identified what appears to be a ‘hazard beam’ (see glossary of arboricultural terms) 

associated with a heavy, pendulous branch located at approximately 6m on the western side of the trunk. While 

failure of this limb is unlikely to pose a material risk of injury to my client at No. 43 Ferringham Lane, it does 

present a risk of injury to the adjoining landowners. Given the limited occupancy and low levels of pedestrian 

activity beneath the canopy on the neighbouring side caused by the adjacent owner’s age and lack of mobility, 

the likelihood of personal injury is low. Consequently, damage to the boundary fencing would is a more probable 

consequence should the branch fail. In any event, it would be prudent for this branch to be removed as part of 

the tree’s proactive risk management. 













Client name: Peoplemax Limited
Site: 43 Ferringham Lane, Ferring, BN12 5NB
Reference: MDJAC-AM25111-TSS-01
Survey date: 17 December 2025

Tree 
No.

Species
Height 

[m]
Trunk Dia. 

[mm]

Crown 
Spread 

[m]

Life 
Stage

Target(s) Comments Risk Rating Recommended Work Timescales

T1 Monterey pine 18 1025

N - 4.5
E - 6.25
S - 9.75
W - 9

Mature

#Domestic garden, 
#Parked vehicles, 
#Pedestrians, 
#Residential property,
#Road users

Several historical large diameter branch removals to 
5m. Low pendulous branches with heavy end-weight 
and 'hazard beam' formation on west side at 6m. 
Twin-stemmed from 6m. High volumes of moderate 
and large deadwood. 

Moderate

Remove all deadwood;

Remove 1no. 'hazard-beam' at 6m on west side;

Remove 1no. branch at 8m on south side (100mm 
dia.), overhanging garden of No. 43; and

Reduce the remaining south-west and south sections 
by 1-1.5m.

P2 - 6 Months

Tree Survey Schedule

Arboricultural Risk Recommendations










