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COMMVENTS:

Whi | st we do not object to the application in principle, we do have
some concerns and observations that we would |i ke taken into account
before a final decision is nade.

Referring to the Aborcul tural Report:

We understand and appreciate the neasures proposed to erect a
| i ghtwei ght building using |lowdig ground screws for foundations.

However, there are a nunber of statenents nade that we would like to
draw attention to:

* pg7 - "All other trees are growing in a wooded area on land to the
north of Brookl ands"

That is our front garden, where children play.

* pgll - "The default position in planning is that every effort
shoul d be nmade to retain and protect category A & B trees on site
and that new structures should be | ocated outside of the identi fied
RPA's of trees to be retained.”

and:

* pgl2 - "BS:5837... advises that any new pernmanent hard surfacing
shoul d not exceed 20% of any previously undevel oped | and within the
RPA.

The attached Tree Protection Plan clearly shows that the canopies
(and therefore assuned the root systens) of the trees on our
property extend conpl etely through the proposed area for

devel opnent. Wiether these are protected tress or not is irrel evant
we feel

* pgl2 - the proposal "requires a snmall incursion into the rooting
areas" which is "well below the threshold of 20% which is broadly
i ndi cated as bei ng accept abl e"

and:

* pgl2 - "incursion into the root protection areas of offsite trees
is not expected to have and significant inpact on the trees' health
or

stability"

But what if it does have a significant inpact? W are al so concerned
by the "acceptance" that a <20% i ncursion into the root system of
sone very large trees on our property is deenmed acceptabl e.

* pgl2 - "without the foreseeable need for the tree s to be cut back



in the future"

There would be no need to cut themback if there was no pernmanent
structure above their roots and bel ow their canopy. And |eaf drop
and other debris is an inevitability. If this goes ahead, the
appl i cants nmust accept and understand this on-goi ng annoyance, and
for it not to becone an issue between us, or between future owners
of either or both properties.

* pgl3 - "Offsite trees will be protected with the retention of the
exi sting boundary fence"

We woul d certainly hope so. It is our fence (although the
applicant's boundary). Constructed in 2007 with the agreenent of
the then

resi dents.

Questions for WBC

* a) what happens if during construction or in a few years' tineg,
any of the trees start to display signs of damage or decay?
Arborcultural work is very expensive. W should not be expected to
pay. WIlI WBC assune this responsibility if planning consent is

gr ant ed?

* b) What if the trees' ongoing root devel opnent and growth over
tinme start inpacting the foundations of the garage? Wio is liable?

Fi nally, Finchanpstead Parish Council have voiced no objection, but
5 days after that, the proposal was anended, and just 2 days before
the end of the consultation period.



