


Planning
Memo
To:	Jonathan Markwell, Planning
From:	Sarah Hanson, Natural Environment Officer, Planning 
CC:	Darren Cook, Transport DM; Carolyn Jenkins, Parks
Date:	21 October 2021
Re:	Consultation on an Application
Application Number: 210866							
Application Type: Approval of Conditions	
Address:  Wensley Road Reading  
Proposal: Discharge of condition 23 (hard and soft landscaping scheme) of planning permission 200122 as granted on 16/12/20.
With reference to my memos of 9 June and 26 August 2021 and to the following revised plans and responses to my 26 Aug memo, received 17/09/21:
1. RBC-WLR_HTA-L_XX_XX_SP_1700 Rev D, dated 17-09-21- Landscape Specification
1. RBC-WLR_HTA-L_XX_00_DR_1900 F – Landscape General Arrangement Plan
1. RBC-WLR_HTA-L_XX_00_DR_1901 F – Landscape General Arrangement Plan
1. RBC-WLR_HTA-L_XX_00_DR_1902 Rev C – Levels Plans (1 of 2)
1. RBC-WLR_HTA-L_XX_00_DR_1903 Rev C – Levels Plans (2 of 2)
1. RBC-WLR_HTA-L_XX_00_DR_1910 Rev A – Landscape Kerb Plan (1 of 2)
1. RBC-WLR_HTA-L_XX_00_DR_1911 Rev A – Landscape Kerb Plan (2 of 2)
1. RBC-WLR_HTA-L_XX_00_DR_1920 Rev D – Soiling Plan (1 of 2)
1. RBC-WLR_HTA-L_XX_00_DR_1921 Rev D – Soiling Plan (2 of 2)
1. RBC-WLR_HTA-L_XX_00_DR_1922 Rev B – Landscape Planting Plan (1 of 2)
1. RBC-WLR_HTA-L_XX_00_DR_1923 Rev B – Landscape Planting Plan (2 of 2)
1. RBC-WLR_HTA-L_XX_00_DR_1931 Rev A – Detailed Planting Plan (1 of 2)
1. RBC-WLR_HTA-L_XX_00_DR_1932 Rev A – Detailed Planting Plan (2 of 2)
1. RBC-WLR_HTA-L_XX_00_DR_8930  Rev C - Typical Planting Details
1. RBC-WLR-HTA-L-Tree Species ratios
1. 2131-NBP-00-GA-ME-400 Rev 03 – Mechanical and Electrical Engineering Services Coordinated Underground Services Layout (Sheet 1 of 3)
1. 2131-NBP-00-GA-ME-401 Rev 02 – Mechanical and Electrical Engineering Services Coordinated Underground Services Layout (Sheet 2 of 3)
1. 2131-NBP-00-GA-ME-402 Rev 02 – Mechanical and Electrical Engineering Services Coordinated Underground Services Layout (Sheet 3 of 3)

With reference to the Landscape Levels Plans, Rev C has been provided within the email of 17/9/21, however Rev E for both were previously submitted – perhaps this is an error?
I assume the Landscape Kerb Plans have been submitted in response to Transport concerns, hence I will leave Darren Cook to confirm (I note he provided comments on 13/10/21)
With reference to the Landscape GA plans Rev F, it appears the changes are to surfacing to address Transport concerns so I have no comments (I assume Darren Cook responded to these in his comments within his email of 13/10/21)
With reference to the Soiling Plans, these have been amended to refer to the correct Cellweb depth.  However, they note soil volumes for some trees and not all – I’m not sure why this is?  Also, this may be subject to amendment, depending on final species. HTA Landscape Comments – Volumes have been added for all trees planted within tree cells. 
With reference to the Landscape Planting Plans, I note that the previously proposed Fagus sylvatica have been removed (due to concerns over their ultimate size), however the applicant has gone from one extreme to the other and now proposes Fagus sylvatica Dawyck Gold, which is a very narrow tree (approx. 2m spread at maturity).  The canopy space on the north side is not so confined as to require such trees – canopy space should be better utilised but suitable for the space.  I have again discussed this with Carolyn Jenkins who suggests that an Elm (disease resistant) could be considered to add variety (none of this family are currently included) – possibilities would be Ulmus New Horizon or the larger (in both height and spread) Ulmus Lobel.  I note the two Cercis of which I expressed concern over future conflict (south of Wensley Court) have been substitute with Liquidambar which is fine.  I do note (which I omitted before) that the same concern would apply to the adjacent Cercis on the south-west corner of Wensley Ct, so a substitution there would be prudent too.  The requested change of Amelanchier variety has been done. HTA Landscape Comments – Fagus sylvatica Dawyk Gold changed to Ulmus New Horizon. Cercis changed to Liquidamber.
With reference to the Detailed Planting Plans, these are the same revisions as before as no changes were identified as being required in my memo of 9 June, so are acceptable.
In relation to the Tree Species Ratio document, this will need to be amended to take account of the requested changes above. HTA Landscape Comments – Document has been updated.
With reference to the Typical Planting Details plan (showing tree pit specs), the requested amendment to the ‘tree pit in soft’ has been done (additional of root barrier as required) so this is now acceptable.
With reference to the Landscape Specification Document Rev D, dated 17-09-21, all the amendments requested in my memo of 9 June have been done, except:
1. Q30 – 610 – rectification is required whatever the reason for failure, including theft and malicious damage. HTA Landscape Comments – note updated
I previously (under comments for 210890/APC – SUDs) expressed concerns over the private storm water catch pits being within the designated root cell areas and this was discussed in our meeting with the applicant.  I note (on the app file for 210890) that Point 8 on the letter of 14/09/21 from Glenman states: ‘I can further confirm that the catch pits and the tree pits will be kept separate and will not clash’.  This is a helpful confirmation.  In relation to the Mechanical and Electrical Engineering Services Coordinated Underground Services Layout sheets, I note the location of the catch pits are shown and don’t conflict with root cell areas.  Due to the multiple services shown, these inevitably do cross tree pits and planting areas, however with the specified root barriers and routing the services through the root cells, this should not be problematic.
As recommended for the discharge of 210890/APC, the following advisories (relating to services) would also be prudent for this application (re-word as you see fit):
1. In relation to the installation of all services within Root Protection Areas of existing trees, you are reminded of the requirement to follow approved Arboricultural Impact Assessment & Method Statement by ACD Environmental Ref PRI22568aia_amsC Rev C dated 31/03/2021 – please refer particularly to section 4.9.
1. There is an expectation that the installation of services will not impact on the ability to implement tree planting as approved under condition 23 of planning consent 200122.
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