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4.3 Thirdly, I consulted and obtained prices from a reputable tarmac company who raised 

consideration of permeable tarmac. But this seems a non-option for the Tree Officer and is 

questionable anyway because of the likely damage through root movement. 

5. My conclusions are as stated in my email to the planner 31-10-2024. 

  I cannot source a “solid bound material” as required by the Highways Officer which is a “no dig 

type construction” as required by the Tree Officer. There is therefore not “another suitable 

material.” 

 On the other hand, tarmac is a solid-bound material. It is satisfactory to Highways, Conservation 

(Planner’s email 28-10-2024) and most importantly it satisfies Part M2 of the Building Regulations 

requirements for urgently needed disabled access (including pedestrian / wheelchair access) to this 

public building. 

 I can only conclude that it is “absolutely unavoidable” (Tree Officer quoted from planner’s email 

20-10-2024) that T1 has to be removed. Hence this application for variation to the approved 

application 2023/0961 — removal of tree T1 and use of tarmac for the car park, as shown on the 

attached drawing number 6. 

An application for tree work to this site in a conservation area, in effect a section 211 notice, was made 

to the LPA 30-09-2023 (Planning Portal date). It included the tree in question — T1. Ed Jowett phoned 

me 29-11-2023 and I agreed to his request that the application be absorbed into the main application for 

the carpark (2023/0961). I therefore hope that this issue can again be handled within this application for 

variation of conditions without my having to repeat a “work to tree” application. 

As with the 2023/0961 submission, this request for an essential variation of condition is for creating a 

disabled access to a public building and may therefore be exempt from planning fees? 

Yours sincerely, 

 

 

Tim Abbott 

On behalf of the chapel trustees 

 




