Morning Lesley,

Further to our call just now, and to the previous comments submitted last week (pasted below for
convenience) | can confirm that moving the plot 4 dwelling 5m south and 1m east (as indicated on
the attacrophed plan reference 23034-RFT-00-ZZ-DR-A-0121_S1 P11 Proposed Site Plan (orientated
differently to the previous plans) will significantly reduce the impact to T16, to an acceptable level. If
this is acceptable in other terms | am happy to raise no objection to the proposal.

| would require that the tree protection measures are updated to reflect this change, and once
approved, enforced fully throughout the development.
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Previous comments in blue:

Hi Lesley,

Thanks for the updated report.

Most issues are now resolved and this is appreciated.
The findings of the trial pits are helpful.

However, the modification of the RPA’s highlights the potential impact to T16.

The total potential incursion is 27% (mis-stated on the schedule as 5.5% - | think an error as the two
figures above seem correct).

This is both beyond the guidance in the British Standard 5827 and, given that the above ground
construction will have SOME impact on the RPA, compounded by the impact of the construction of
the dwelling which will not be limited to the actual footprint of the dwelling, this needs further
consideration. This is apparently easily reduced/avoided if the southernmost property is moved to
the south by several metres/rotated or the . There seems to be no reason to locate the proposed
dwelling within the RPA:
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If this is addressed to a satisfactory resolution then | can support the scheme on arboricultural
grounds, but at it stands alternative arrangements must be considered to reduce this impact to
retained T16.

The first paragraph on page 29 is incorrect, the total area of the surface that is modified (albeit
partly with above ground construction) is up to 27%.

If this can be corrected and the position of the dwelling reconsidered, | believe the scheme can have
a low impact on retained trees, but at present this one tree is still an issue. (Resolved with the new
position as discussed above)

Kind regards,
Sarah
Cc HAC



