From: Jonny Ribbans [

Sent: 31 May 2018 17:44
To: Simon Davis
Subject: RE: EG/10/18/DOC - 59 Elm Grove

Hi Simon,

For simplicity our groundworks contractor has fenced of the entire back gardens now so there is no access to any
workman. Unsure if they will have to move this fence in line with the protection barrier proposal or the fact that the
whole rear garden is fenced off and there is no access into it that this will suffice. | would suggest the tree office
makes a visit to site to confirm with the ground workers exactly what is to be done and if what has been constructed
is adequate as we are some way off the trees that have TPOS now. Many thanks!

Kind Regards,

JOMNY RIBBANS s pus

DISCLAIMER: This email, together with any attachments, is for the exclusive and confidential use of the addressee(s) and may contain legally
privileged information. Any other distribution, use or reproduction without the sender's prior consent is unauthorized and strictly prohibited.
If you have received this email in error please notify the sender by telephone or email immediately and destroy the message without making
any copies.
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From: Simon Davis [maite:Siron. Devis@arun.aov.uk]
Sent: 29 May 2018 15:24

To: 'Jonny Ribbans'

Subject: RE: EG/10/18/DOC - 59 Elm Grove

Dear Jonny,
| haver't had a response from you to my email of the 307 Aprt below,

Kind Regards

Simgn 3 Davis METPI | Principal Planning Clticer, Planning Department, Directorate of Place, Arun Districk Councli |
Location: Planning, First Floor, Arun Civic Centre, Malrvers Road, Litlehampton, BNLT SLF
Internal: 37874 | External 444 () 1903 737974 1 E-mail; gimon. davis@arun. gov.uk

Visit Arun's web site st www . arun.gov.uk \\\‘\\‘\\: S| AN am S RN DEa yol

From: Simon Davis

Sent: 30 April 2018 15:56

To: 'Jonny Ribbans'

Subject: EG/10/18/DOC - 59 EIm Grove

Dear lonny,
We have had the following comments of our tree officer {those in italics):
Comments on Applicaticn:

Condition 7 — ‘No development including construction potivities shall take place uniess and until oll of the existing
trees/hedges to be retained on the site hove been protected in accordonce with the submitted Tree Retention ond
Protection Plan dwg. L LDR788/02 Rev 00,

Within the areas so fenced off the existing ground must not be cultivated, nor must it be lowered or raised or added
to by the importation and spreading of top soil uniess agreed by the Locui Planning outhority, There must be no
materials, temporary huildings, plant mochinery or surpius soif shall be placed or stored thereon without the prior
written approval of the Loca!l Planning Authority.

The fencing ond ground protection must then he retgined for the duration of the development works. Following the
erection of the ground protection meqsures, the Councils Arboriculturist must be contacted in orider that o site visit
can be made to check the position of the protective fencing/ground protection measures.”

The following Is o list of omissions, ofterations and incomplete actions, observed af the time of my inspection and
with direct reference to the aforementioned Tree Retention and Protection Blun provided by Lizard Londscape
Design. | attach photogrophs token af the Hime of my inspection.

& Tree nos T01, 702 and 708 and mixed species hedgerow around the site entrance hove been resnoved, despite their
being identified for retention, Numerous other trees previously identified for removal have been 5o, Hhus there s no
significant vegetation around this section of the site frontoge. This now negates any requirement for the proposed
‘No dig” construction North of T1 and installation of Tree Protective Fencing {TPF} around the Root Protection Ared
(RBA} of TO8 as detolled on the pian (figs .1 & 2.

& TPF i incompiete from the West corner of the existing dwelling and so does not form the required Construction
Fxelusion Zone {(FZ} around Yew tree 706 {fig. 1)

& ALL the TPF on site does not meet their own stated standord and folls short of the regquirements in BS5837. The

HERAS panels while clamped together are sat in movable biock trays. There are no stabilizing struts or ground
penetroption of uprights therefore the whole structure can be moved around os I sufts and offers little if any
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resistance to o impact {figs 3 & 4} There is adeguote room and surfoce type to afiow for o secure installotion, os
described.

8 TRF arounid 725 does not ghut the dweliing and therefore does not provide the expected CEZ. There has Heen
mechanicol intrusion into the RPA involving deep excavation with associated loss of tree roots, thus negating ony
requirement for the proposed Ne dig” construction to its North gspect {figs. 1 & 5}

® TEF around T24 is incomplete ond does not provide the necessary CFZ {fig.6).

Conclusions:

s & number of trees schediuled for retention hove Geen remaoved, leading 1o o much denuded front aspect,

s Tree Protective Fencing throughout the site is not Fit for purpose’ and 50 does not provide the necessary level of
protection for retained tress.

» The developer has foiled o meet any of their obligations in respect of tree protection gz detgiled in the condition.

Recommendations:

s The develpper must now install permanent fencing in accordance with their landscape design plon and as o matter

of urgency: to form an effective Construction Exclusion Zone so as to adequately respect and protect significant trees
o1 site before further damage con occur.

Please can you ensure that the reqguested changes are made and then advise me so that | can get Mark to visit again.

Kind Regards

Simen 1 Dayvis MRTRI | Principal Planning Gfficer, Planning Depariment, Directorate of Place, Arun Ristrick Councli |
Location: Planning, First Floor, Arun Civie Centre, Maltravers Road, Littlehampton, BN17 SLF
Internal: 37874 | Extarnal: +44 (G} 1803 737874 | E-mail: simon.davis@aryn.gov.ulk
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