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Memo

To:
David Brett, Planning
From:
Sarah Hanson, Natural Environment Officer, Planning 

CC:
 

Date:
26 May 2023
Re:
Consultation on an Application
Application Number: 230319







Application Type: Full Planning Approval

Address:  101 Oxford Road Reading  RG1 7UD
Proposal: Removal of office carparking from site to allow the construction of one new dwelling in grounds of listed building and alterations to boundary wall
The listed building sits within a Conservation Area, the AQMA and within a low canopy cover Ward (ref Tree Strategy).  As such the retention and planting of trees is of greater importance.

The site has lost a number of trees in recent years from the rear garden (they were growing too close to the boundary wall) hence has lost canopy cover in an area which requires an increase, so any application should seek to provide new tree planting, as was advised at the pre-application stage.
With reference to the Arboricultural Report ref 19243 - Version 1.0 dated 11th November 2022 from Ridleaves:

This confirms the removal of one group of small Sycamore on the west boundary (regardless of development), which I suspect is just regrowth from the Sycamores previously removed (in 2013 without authorisation).  I have no objection to their removal and would suggest that steps be taken to prevent their regrowth and potential harm to the wall.

The report confirms that the RPA of T1 extends into the site and concluded that it can be protected purely by fencing.  However, when comparing the existing and proposed Block plans along with the TPP, it appears that the impingement into the RPA involves conversion of soft landscape (grass) to hard landscape:
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 RPA = pink circle

This is not dealt with in the Arb report.  Somethimes, small impingements are not deemed to be a concern but in this case, it should be considered for two reasons: 1) the RPA is shown as a theoretical circle, rather than a true RPA reflecting likely root growth restrictions – the wall in this case – and if shown as a polygon of the same area to reflect this, would extend further into the proposed hard landscape area, 2) T1 is a Cherry tree, known for their shallow and surface rooting nature hence more prone to damage from changes in their RPA, especially creation of hard surfacing.  I note that there is no parking provision hence this concern could, it seems, be resolved easily by leaving the entire RPA as soft, effectively creating a soft landscape bed in the north-east corner.  Otherwise the AIA will need to be reviewed and a brief AMS provided – please liaise with the applicant to confirm how they wish to proceed prior to a decision.
Indicative hedging is shown on the north and east boundaries, which is positive but further planting, including trees, would be expected given the high priority site criteria and advice given at pre-application stage.  It would seem that a few suitably sized trees could be accommodated on the north boundary – details could be secured by condition, but the principle should be confirmed prior to a decision.

I note that part of the existing wall on the east boundary is to be removed/reduced, hence would allow view of any hedging, hence allow street scene benefit.  This assumes, of course, that this is acceptable from a heritage point of view given the official listing entry appears to mention the walls ROX BOROUGH HOUSE, Non Civil Parish - 1113545 | Historic England
In conclusion, it is likely that the development could be supported in tree & landscape terms if satisfactory responses are received to the queries above.
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