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Summ ary:

This is a BS5837 compliant arboricultural assessm ent report providing detailed
and sufficient information for the Local Planning Authority to be able to consider
the effect of the proposed development on local character and am enity from a
tree perspective.

Our brief has been to obtain details of the tree population on site with a view to
assessing any arboricultural constraints.

This report was comm issioned in relation to the proposed development at The
Angel, The Ash, Little Hadham, SG112DG.

The report detailsall treesover 75mm at 15m above ground level that are relevant
to the siting of the proposed development. The position of thetreeson thesite is
illustrated on the tree constraints plan and information about the tree

stock and itscurrent condition is given within the arboricultural data tables.

It will assist the planning process by discussing the im pact that the proposalswill
have on the existing tree stock.

An Arboricultural Im pact Assessm ent is included at Section 4 which details the
constraints placed on the proposed development from the rooting area of the
trees below ground and above ground by virtue of their size and position.

ReportAuthor.

ROAVR (ROAVR Group)wasform ed in 2010 and sincethen hascarried outarboriculturalconsultancyNationwidewith directlyem ployed consultants.
Ourconsultantsarealli ndividualm em bersoftheArboriculturalAssociation and thereportauthoris! isted in thedocum entcontrolsheet.
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Validation Statement for the Local Planning Authority.
Thisreport includes the following for LPA validation purposes:

e Atree survey and tree constraints plan showing the existing trees, their
category rating and above and below ground constraints shown on an OS
extract OR a topographical survey

e An arboricultural im pact assessm ent w hich describes how the
development will affect local character from a tree perspective

e An appendices highlighting tree related informationincluding the
arboricultural data tables

Customer Action Points.

[J Use thetree constraints plan to formulate a layout that avoids root
protection areas

[J Update your plans and reissue to ROAVR for comm ent and a full
arboricultural im pact assessm ent and m ethod statement

ROAVR | Group all rights reserved.
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Tree Survey & Arboricultural Im pact Assessm ent to BS 5837 2012
of trees at:

The Angel, The Ash, Little Hadham, SG112DG.

1

11

12

13

14

15

Scope

We haverecently been instructed to undertake an ap praisalof mature tree
cover at The Angel, The Ash, Little Hadham, SG112DG.

The data was collected to the British Standard BS5837 ‘“Trees in Relation to
Design, Demolition and Construction - Recomm endations’ 2012.

The survey has been comm issioned to offer guidance on the arboricultural
constraintswith a view to the future development of the site.

The treeswere inspected on the 13/10/2023 following the guidance in the
British Standard by ROAVR. The crowns and stems were inspected from the
ground using the ‘Visual Tree Assessm ent (VTA) m ethod; non invasive
techniques were used at thisstage. Although a sounding hamm er was used
to determine the presence of any decay.

The site was assessed and data was collected on all woody vegetation falling
within the scope of the British Standard. Trees were grouped or designated
woodlands as per the allowance in the British Standard when the area in
question was uniform in terms of species, age or geography.

ROAVR | Group all rights reserved.
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Photographic Plates.

Aerial im age plate showing site layout, T1(centre) and ot her tree cover to the south. (ROAVR,
June 2023)
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Photographic plate showing existing tim ber barn and T1to rear of barn. (ROAVR, October 2023)
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Photographic plate showing existing tim ber barn and T1to the right of barn.
(ROAVR, October 2023)
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Photographic plate showing 72-78 (ROAVR, October 2023)

10
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late showing T1and surrounding hard surfaces (ROAVR, October 2023)

Photographic p
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Photographic plate showing cracks in existing hard surfaces within RPA of T1(ROAVR, October
2023)
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Photographic plate showing proposed location of barn (ROAVR, October 2023)
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2. Site Conditions & Site Surroundings
2.1 The siteis situatedin LittleHad ham in th e East H ertford sh ire Co uncil co ntrol
area. The site is located in a village approximately three milesto thewest of

Bishops Stortford and has a rural village feel.

2.2 The site is home to a residential dw elling, a listed timber barn, shared drive
and private parking area, with associated hard and soft landscape.

2.3 The wider locality is predominantly rural. The site is accessed via a shared
driveway directly off Stortford Road.

2.4 A desktop assessm ent has highlighted that site is within a Conservation
Area but that there are no TPO protected treeson or adjacent to the plot.

2.5 All desktop assessm ent datawas cross checked and validated on the
04/1/2023 using theweb portal provided by the local planning authority.

https://ehdc.cloud.cadcorp.com/ehdc Webm apPublic/Map.aspx?m apNam e=Plan
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Im ag e plate showing the desktop analysis results of the surveyed plot. (East Herts D, 2023)
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Works to protected treesrequireconsent from th e localplanning au th ority.
In the case of TPO’s an application m ust be m ade. In the case of
conservation areas a notification m ust be m ade. TPO applicationstake up to
eight weeks, conservation area notifications take six weeks.

Certain exem ptions apply; for exam ple theremoval of deadwood. In the case
of dangeroustrees 5-days written notice should be given to thelocal
authority (in the cases of im m ediate danger the work should proceed, but
the local authority contacted as soon as possible afterwards) with theworks
evidenced by photographsand video where possible. You should also

check to ensure the works are exempt from the requirementsof a felling
licence.

https://www.leqgislation.qgov.uk/uksi/2012/605/requlation/}4/made

2.8

2.9

It should be noted that planning consent overrides protected trees, where
the works or removal are necessary for development to proceed and have
been highlighted in the tree survey documents.

Bats. Under current legislation it is an offence to ‘intentionally or recklessly
disturb a bat’ or ‘damage, destroy or block access to theresting place of any
bat’. For further details consultation m ust be m ade with the Statutory
Nature Conservancy Organisation. W here relevant any current ecological
surveys for the site will take precedence in thism atter. Trees provide
numerous ‘potential roosting features’ for a wide range of bat species. It is
therefore crucial that any trees proposed for removal are checked by an
appropriately com petent person before any felling or ivy stripping works
comm ence.

https://www .bats.org.uk/advice/bats-and-the-law

2.10 Birds. It is an offence to Kkill, injure or take any wild bird; or take, damage or

destroy the nest of any wild bird while it is in use or being built. Therefore
work likely to disturb nesting birdsm ust be avoided from late March to
August. All birds, their nest and eggs are protected by law.

https://www.rspb.org.uk/birds-and-wildlife/advice/wildlife-and-the-law/w ildlife-an
d-countryside-act/
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Drawings

Appended to this report is a treeco nstraints plan an d a tree assessmen t
plan.

The tree constraints plan has been produced using a supplied topographical
survey. Tree positions and data have been applied using our survey handset
as an onsite exercise with the constraints plan being produced as a PDF
through Auto CAD.

An autoCAD .dwg file of the tree constraintsis available on request for
project stakeholdersto utilise.

The Tree Constraints Plan shows the existing layout. For each tree the stem
location is indicated and scaled according to itsdiameter, the canopy is
indicated according to m easurem ents taken along the four cardinal points
of the com pass. Root protection areas (RPAs) are indicated w hich are
calculated according to the guidelineswithin BS 5837 (2012).

W here appropriate, the shapes of the RPAs have been am ended to reflect
actual site conditions or w here trees have been heavily pruned. The ‘original’
RPAs are indicated as a dashed line whereas the am ended RPAs are
indicated as a solid line. Any variation to thisapproach will be highlighted on
the appropriate plans.

The Tree Assessm ent Plan / Arboricultural Im pact Assessm ent indicates the
tree constraints with the proposals overlaid. W here applicable, thisplan
shows where works are proposed in Root Protection Areas and w hich trees
are to be pruned or removed. This plan accom panies theIm pact Assessm ent
w hich is to be found in Section 4.

The Tree Protection Plan (if applicable) shows the protection m easures that
are to be installed during the construction phase.

16
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4. Arboricultural Im pact Assessm ent - Site Specific

Tree Quality Statement.

The tree cover at The Angel includes a significant large m ature Horse Chestnut
tree, with a high level of am enity value, as well as some other smaller m ature
treeswith good am enity value.

4.1 Description of The Proposed Development

The drawings listed in the table below were used by ROAVR to produce the Arboricultural drawings referenced in this report. If

Your plans change (either before or after planning submission), then the tree drawings will require updating. This report cannot
be submitted in support of a scheme that varies from the drawing reference number shown in box one below as the Im pact
Assessm ent (Section 4) will not be valid.

Drawing Name / No. Date Issued To ROAVR ROAVR Drawings Issue Date:

No drawing issued at | n/a 20/10/2023
thisstage

4.11 1t is proposed to relocate the listed timber barn to a new location within the
plot. An extension to the rear of the dw elling, and changes to the hard surfaces
are also under consideration.

4.12. The table below summ arises the potential im pact on trees due to various
activities.

Trees Potentially Affected:

Tree or Tree Group Im pacts

Tree T1 Barn is located within the Root Protection Area, care with disassem bly
and relocation will be required.

Any alterationsto hard surfaces m ay im pact roots.

A proposed extension m ay lie within the Root Protection Area.

Trees T2-T8 No direct im pacts, can be retained and protected

Hedgerow H1 No direct im pacts, can be retained and protected

17
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4.2. Tree Rem oval.
4.2.1 No treesrequire removal to facilitate any of the proposals.

4.2.2. Details specific to each tree can also be found in the Tree Data Schedule.

4.3. Mitigation Planting.

4.3.1 No mitigation planting is necessary.

4.4.1m pact on Tree Canopies.

4.4.1 No pruning works are required to facilitate the proposed development.

4.5.Im pact on Tree Roots.

4.5.1 The existing barn is located within the Root Protection Area of T1L W hile the
tree and barn appear to have coexisted harmoniously for some time, the careful
removal of the barn will be an overall benefit to the tree. The rooting area of T1lis
largely covered with buildingsor im permeable surfaces, if the existing footprint of
the barn is returned to grass or other permeable surface then air and water will be
able to reach the soil, which will be beneficial to the tree’s roots.

4.5.2. The new position for the barn should be set outside the Root Protection
Areas of all surveyed trees; tw 0 potential locations are shown on the appended
Tree Assessm ent Plan. Repair or renovation of the barn in itsexisting location is
likely to cause damage to the roots of T1, even if specialist foundations are used,
due to itsproximity to the stem of the tree. Rebuilding the barn on a low wall set
on conventional foundations would cause extensive damage to the tree’s roots,
and would be likely to result in the death of the tree.

4.5.3. Any alterations to the existing hard surfaces within the Root Protection Area
of T1will require some care and planning to avoid damage to underlying roots.
Surface cracks in the tarmac indicate that root mass is present and close to the
surface.

4.5.4. Any proposals for an extension will need to take into account the presence
of tree roots within the Root Protection Area of Tl If development is proposed
within the RPA of T1lthen a specialist foundation design will be required. Thiswill
need to be submitted with the Arboricultural Method Statement as part of the
planning submission. Mini piles or screw piles and a raised raft or ring beam m ay
be a suitable solution.

18
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4 6. New Su rfaces.

461 Nonew hard surfacesareproposed within the Root Pro tection Areasof any
trees.

4.7. Underground Setrvices.

4.7.1 No underground services are to be installed through any Root Protection
Areas.

4.8 Changesin Ground Levels.

4.8.1No changesin ground levels are proposed.

4.9 Soil Com paction.

4.9.1 The m ajority of tree roots lie within the upper soil horizons. This is because
the availability of oxygen decreases with depth and roots need to breathe to stay
alive. In addition, nutrientsare m ore readily available in the form of organic m atter
close to the soil surface.

4.9.2. Healthy soils contain about 25% air space between solid particles. Increased
loading of the soils caused by construction activity causes air to be squeezed out
as the soil becomes compacted preventing roots from breathing. Even an
increase in pedestrian activity m ay cause som e soil com paction.

4.9.3 It is im portant therefore that ground compaction and soil disturbance over
Root Protection Areas should be avoided during the construction phase. Thism ay
be done by installing protective fencing and ground protection measures as
recomm ended within a tree protection plan.

lt : i

4.10.1 The tree protection m easures specified within a TPP should be installed
prior to the commencement of all demolition or dismantling of the barn to
prevent any detrimental im pact on tree health. Where this is not practicable,
demolition of structures within Construction Exclusion Zones shall be undertaken
very early on in the demolition phase and the protective barriers installed
im m ediately thereatfter.

19
ROAVR | Group all rights reserved.



28

ROAVR | GROUP

411 Hazard ous M ate rials.

4 111 Al hazardous m aterials (including ce ment and petroch emicalproducts) will
need to be controlled according to COSHH regulationsin order to ensure there is
no detrimental im pact on tree health. Provision shall need to be m ade to ensure
that cement and cement run-off are contained outside of all Root Protection
Areas.

4.12. Cabins and Site Facilities.

4.12.1 Consideration should be given to the location of any site welfare facilitiesin
terms of potential im pact on trees. Where it is proposed to install cabins or site
facilities in Root Protection Areas, the appointed arborist should be consulted and
approval obtained from the local authority.

4.13. Boundary Treatm ents.

4.13.1 No changes are proposed to the existing boundary features that might
im pact on trees.

4.14. Im pact of Retained Trees on the Development.

4.14.1 Adequate space has been allowed between all retained trees and the
proposed development works. Consequently the proposal shall not result in
increased pressure to remove or prune any of theretained trees.

4.15. Summ ary.

4.15.1 The existing timber barn requires repair or renovation, including the
construction of adequate foundations. If these works are carried out in the current
location of the barn they are likely to result in significant damage to the tree’s
roots, as the barn is in close proximityto Tl

A proposal to relocate the barn elsewhere within the plot would im prove the
rooting area of T1, and would not im pact on any other trees, provided the works
are carefully planned and an Arboricultural Method Statement is produced and
adhered to.

The appended Tree Assessment Plan shows two locations for the barn which
would not im pact on trees.

W hen plans are ready for the barn relocation, ROAVR can produce a full Im pact
Assessment and Method Statement suitable for supporting a planning
application.

20
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Limitations

ROAVR has prepared this Report for the sole use of the above named
Client/Agent in accordance with our terms of business, under which our
services were performed. No other warranty, expressed or implied, is made
as to the professional advice included in this Report or any other services
provided by us.

This Report may not be relied upon by any other party without the prior
and express written agreement of ROAVR. The assessments made assume
that the land use will continue for their current purpose without significant
change. ROAVR has not independently verified information obtained from
third parties.

This report, video walkthrough, data tables and raw data remain the
copyright of ROAVR until such time as any monies owed are settled in full
and the report may be withdrawn at any time.

This report, site visit, plans and conclusions are proportional to the
proposals and in some cases a simple plan based impact assessment may
be all that is required.

Important - to ensure fair allocation of resources, we allow you ten working
days to review the report and issue any feedback, beyond that changes are
chargeable.

Should you require any further information, please do not hesitate to contact us
at any time.

Mr. Peter Haine FDSc Arb \
Consultant Arborist A

ROAVR | GROUP

Prepared by: Peter Haine
Checked by:  Matt Harmsworth

21
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Appendix 1-SiteLocation

Site location plan. (Google, 2023).

22
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Height

Tree RPA offset

from stem.

Life Managment

Condition Physical Description Comments Cgtegory
ating

Expectancy Recommendations

Species DBH  (crown
Number height)
Aesculus
T1 hippocastanum 1410 18(4) 6.5 6.5 6.5 6.5
(Horse Chestnut)
Crataegus monogyna
(Hawthom) 135 4(15) 2 2 2 2
Prunus avium (Wld
350,350 702 4 4 4 4
Cherry) @
T4 Malus (Apple) 130,110 | 35(2) 15 15 15 15
5 Taxus baccata (Yew) 170,110 5(2) 3 3 2 2
Sambucus nigra
T6 (Eder) 180 52 2 2 1 1
Fraxinus excelsior
T7 620,360 3 6 6 6 6
(Ash) 15(3)
Prunus domestica
130,350,45(  7(1) 2 35 35 35
(Damson) @
Grataegus monogyna 50 | 150 1 1 1 1
(Hawthorn) 509)

Tree located within hard surface area.
40+ Epicormics on stem. Branches encroaching None None 15
upon building.
10+ Mechanical Damage. None None 162 n
20+ Garden ormamental Off site None 594
10+ Garden fruit tree Off site None 204 c1
10+ Stem divides at ground level. None None 242 C1
Poor shape & form. Leaning East.

<10 Mechanical Damage. Dieback in crown. Low Low quality tree None 216

bud/leaf density. Broken branches in crown.
20+ Broken branches in crown. Included union. None 86

Leaning South. Stem divides at ground level.
10+ ical _ None None 7.38 C1l
10+ Boundary hedge None None 0.6 c2




Arboricultural Data Tables Terms.

Reference no. T1, T2 etc. for trees; H for hedgerows; G for Groups and W for woodlands.

If the tree has been tagged with an ‘arbo’ tag then the physical tag number is listed in this column.

If the tree is subject to a TPO and it is known to us this will be recorded here.

YIN - I the tree is located within a Conservation Area we may confirm that here.

Beech, Oak etc.

Common Beech, Evergreen Oak etc.

Fagus sylvatica; Quercus robur - Latin names.

The estimated age class of the tree (relative to species)
oY -Young

0 SM - Semi-mature

0 EM - Early-mature

o M - Mature

0 OM - Over-mature or V - Veteran

YIN - if the tree has cracks, cavities or suitable bat habitat it may require further ecological surveys and
form a constraint on development.

YIN - if the tree is off site, covered with ivy, or some other restriction the British Standard allows for
measurements to be estimated.

Height of the tree in metres.

Recorded to consider access.

Number of clear stems.

Diameter of stem (mm) at breast height (1.5 metres above ground).

The maximum spread of the tree's canopy measured from the stem in four directions (North, East, South,
West).

The height between ground level and the lowest part of the canopy when considering access.

Good, Fair, Poor condition comments.

Tree categorisation based on section 4.5 of BS 5837 (2012) Trees in relation to design, demolition and
construction -Recommendations. Four categories are used (A, B, C, U) with categories A, B & C being
assigned

one of three separate sub categories (1, 2 or 3):

A -Trees of high quality with an estimated remaining life expectancy of at least 40 years.

B —Trees of moderate quality with an estimated remaining life expectancy of at least 20 years.

C —Trees of low quality with an estimated remaining life expectancy of at least 10 years, or young
trees with a stem diameter below 150mm

Estimated safe, usable life expectancy.




Subcategories:

1: Mainly arboricultural & aesthetic qualities

2: Mainly landscape qualities

3: Mainly cultural values, including conservation

U -Trees in such a condition that they cannot realistically be retained as living trees in the context of the
current land use for longer than 10 years

Good, Fair, Poor condition considering the tree structure, form and vitality.

Recommendations (regardless of the development proposals if available) for removal, retention and/or
remedial arboricultural works.

A brief description of the tree which refers to tree form, condition, health and significant defects. Comments
regarding environmental conditions affecting the tree (e.g. ground conditions) will also be included where
relevant.

Arboricultural data tables are essentially an asset register of the trees and tree
cover on and adjacent to a development site. The information included within the
tables is used to produce a tree constraints plan (TCP) which shows in 2D the
constraints and opportunities on a particular site.
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Showing Canopy extents,
category colour and tag
number (with category).

Category A

Trees of high quality with an o
estimated remaining life
expectancy of at least 40
years.

Trees of moderate quality with
an estimated remaining life
expectancy of at least 20
years.

Trees of low quality with an
estimated remaining life
expectancy of at least 10
years, or young trees with a
stem diameter below 150 mm.

Trees in such a condition that
they can not realistically be
retained as living trees in the
context of the current land use|
for longer than 10 years.
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