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Sarah Hanson, Natural Environment Officer, Planning 

CC:
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7 August 2023
Re:
Consultation on an Application
Application Number: 230974







Application Type: Full Planning Approval

Address:  19 Newcastle Road Reading  RG2 7TN
Proposal: Proposed demolition of no. 19 Newcastle Road and erection of 9 new dwellings with associated landscaping and parking on land to rear of nos. 17-29 Newcastle Road
As you are aware, the site was subject to a recent application (ref 221585).

Existing trees

With reference to ARBORICULTURAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT, PROTECTION PLAN AND METHOD STATEMENT from Harrison Arboriculture ref 221-1695 16/3/22 dated 5 August 2022:

This is the same document provided for application 221585 and has not been updated to account for the new layout.  I envisage the impact to be the same, but the TPP is not up-to-date and needs amending to show the current layout.

Previous comment on this Arb document stated:

In terms of direct impact on the off-site trees to the rear, it is largely acceptable and can be mitigated through particular methodologies and specifications.  It will be really important to ensure the path at the rear is constructed as per the AMS given its proximity to the trunks of T1 and T4.  As such, the AMS should be amended to include a specific timetable of arb supervision – if not amended prior to a decision, condition L7 is required.
As the AMS is the same as that previously submitted, the above amendment has not been addressed.

I previously raised concern about shading, specifically for plots 2-4 by a combination of the tree canopies (of off-site Oaks in Cintra Park) and the houses themselves, and stated:

In terms of shading, whilst the arb report finds this acceptable based on the shading patterns for the trees, it is appropriate to consider the shading of the properties themselves and add that to the canopy cover of the rear gardens to consider if future occupiers will have sufficient daylight & sunlight.  I know the Daylight & Sunlight Report focuses on light into windows and does not include light for amenity spaces – I also note (with ref to 4.3) that trees & foliage are omitted for the calculations anyway.  I am not entirely satisfied with the relationship between T1 and the gardens of Plots 2-4, however I note (once removal of low dead wood is done) the crown of the tree will be relatively high so on balance it is acceptable
With reference to the Daylight and Sunlight Assessment ref 4510 Issue 4 dated August 2023:

· 3.7 states: ‘APSH can also be used to assess the impact on external spaces such as gardens. In this instance, due to the orientation of the proposal in relation to neighbouring gardens, no overshadowing will occur’.  This implies that no assessment of external spaces on the development itself has been carried out, which was the point my concerns referred to.
· 4.3 states: ‘…trees and foliage have been omitted from the impacts on neighbours’ calculations. They are included in the calculations of daylight within the proposal’ and 8.6 states: ‘For the sake of clarity, the nearby trees, whilst omitted from the model when assessing impacts, are included in the model when assessing daylight within the proposed new units’.  This confirms (I think) that trees & foliage have been taken into account when assessing light to the properties, but no assessment has been done in relation to amenity spaces (gardens) by trees & foliage and buildings combined.  This is important in relation to Local Plan Policies CC8 and H10.
The gardens are north-facing so will be shaded by the houses themselves.  It is difficult to know what the impact of that will be, combined with the canopy of the Oak(s).
Landscaping

With reference to Soft Landscape Proposals drawing 18762-LD-01 Rev C:

I note that Site Plan revised V1 is not consistent with this Landscape drawing in terms of correctly indicating landscaping, as it should be.

10 trees are proposed, which is positive.  Queries I previously raised about the tree planting have been addressed, so it is acceptable.  However, tree pits details / drawings are required and in particular, sufficient soil volume for the new trees needs to be demonstrated on the Soft Landscape plan by showing the soil volume of the soft area available to trees, increasing it with the use of root cells if necessary. The location of root barriers should be shown on the Landscape plan, with their use (as required) indicated on the tree pit drawing. 
In terms of other planting, this appears acceptable.  I will leave GS Ecology to confirm acceptance in terms of BNG.

 In terms of hard landscaping, I note that the rear path specification refers to the AMS, as I previously requested it should.
With reference to Soft Landscape Proposals Outline Specification & Maintenance Schedule plan 18762-LD-02 Rev A, this document was submitted previously hence the same comments apply, which were/are:

· Topsoil, under ‘spreading topsoil’ suggests a maximum depth of 150mm.  It should be made clear that this will not occur for new turf within the RPAs of the off-site trees as increases in ground levels can be damaging. 

· Topsoil, under ‘Final Cultivation of Areas to be Planted/ Seeded’ states that ‘Remove roots and large stones with any dimension exceeding 25mm in turfed areas, 50mm planted areas’.  Removal of this size of root should absolutely NOT occur within the rear gardens of plots 1-7.  Note that 13.3 of the AMS states: ‘Planting pits within the RPA of retained trees will be excavated by hand to avoid damage to roots greater than 25mm and masses of smaller roots’.  I note under ‘Finished Levels of Topsoil after Settlement’ it includes: ‘Within root spread of existing trees and shrubs to be retained: Do not dig or cultivate’ – ‘root spread’ should refer to ‘Root Protection Area’ and all specifications should be consistent.

· Planting notes make no reference to biosecurity as they should

· Planting Notes, under ‘cultivation’ states: ‘Cultivate the soil of all areas prior to seeding and planting. This should include loosening, aerating and breaking up soil into particles 2-8mm to depth of 150mm. Remove any undesirable material brought to surface to a depth of 100mm including visible weeds, roots and large stones or clay balls with any dimension exceeding 30mm. Final Cultivation prior to seeding topsoil shall be brought to a fine tilth by approved mechanical means or by hand raking, and if necessary regrading of the surface will be carried out to conform to the prescribed finished levels’.  Again, this raises concerns about works within RPAs in terms of clearly avoiding mechanical cultivation, root removal and soil level increases.

· Trees, under ‘tree planting’ states: ‘Trees to be pit planted with root access to a minimum 7m3 area of topsoil’ – I am unclear of this statement.  It is normal to state the overall soil volume (not just topsoil) available to new trees to demonstrate sufficient soil volume. 7m3 is small, if this relates to available soil volume.  This should be confirmed for each tree (except the one in the rear garden of plot 8) and GreenBlue Urban’s soil calculator can be used to aid in the volume required.
Other matters

Below Ground Drainage plan Rev P6 is acceptable in relation to tree planting and existing trees albeit efforts should have been / should be made to link the drainage system to the soft landscape areas to reduce water use for maintenance and to reduce the volume of water ultimately going into the attenuation tanks, hence to the sewers.  In addition, consideration should be given to the use of attenuation tanks that allow water storage for re-use, which can then be used for watering the landscaping thereby reduce the reliance on potable (drinking) water in view of likely water shortages due to predicted hotter/drier summers.
I assume no further services (including soakaways) will be installed in the rear gardens of Plot 1-7.  Details of other services will be required.

As before re archaeology, the proposed trench locations shown in the WSI are acceptable in relation to trees.

If the development is ultimately approved, I strongly recommend the removal of PD rights for plots 1-7 to avoid building within the RPA of high amenity off-site trees.  Damage can occur through inappropriate foundations and in addition, bringing living (or outbuilding) accommodation closer to large trees can result in future pressure to prune or fell.  If in appropriate foundation (in terms of soil conditions) are utilised, it can also result in vegetation related subsidence, if clay soils are present.  These Oaks are substantial (T1 being in the region of 200 years old) and important in the landscape of the Park in which they stand.  The current reasons for condition PD1 will have to be changed to make it site specific; I would suggest something along the lines of:

REASON: Due to the high amenity value of the off-site Oak trees to the rear and as unrestricted development could cause direct harm to the trees and/or result in pressure to prune or fell which could harm the amenity value of the area and result in canopy cover loss, contrary to Policy EN14 of the Reading Borough Local Plan 2019 and Reading Borough Council’s adopted Tree Strategy (2021).

Lastly, foundations would need to be appropriately designed to take into account the proximity of these large, high water demand trees, taking into account the soil conditions.  Informative I32 is prudent.

In conclusion, the development is supported and if no amended submissions are provided prior to a decision, conditions L2 (landscaping etc), L3 (boundary treatment), L7 (AMS submission) and PD2 (removal of PD Rights) are required along with Informative 32 (foundations).  I assume you will also be attaching a lighting condition given the park to the rear (or anyway).
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