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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 memo of 9 June 2021, our subsequent meeting of 1/7/21 with relevant parties and to the following plans / documents received on 16/8/21 (revisions not stated in the email so added below):

· Landscape GA Plans – RBC-WLR_HTA-L_XX_00_DR_1900 & 1901 both Rev F
· Landscape Levels Plan - RBC-WLR_HTA-L_XX_00_DR_1902 & 1903 both Rev E
· Pathways Setting Out - RBC-WLR_HTA-L_XX_00_DR_1904 & 1905 both Rev C
· Landscape Furniture Setting Out - RBC-WLR_HTA-L_XX_00_DR_1906 & 1907 RevA
· Soiling Plan - RBC-WLR_HTA-L_XX_00_DR_1920 & 1921 both Rev D
· Landscape Planting Plan - RBC-WLR_HTA-L_XX_00_DR_1922 & 1923 both Rev B
· Detailed planting Plan - RBC-WLR_HTA-L_XX_00_DR_1931 & 1932 both Rev B
· Typical Details - RBC-WLR_HTA-L_XX_00_DR_8930 Rev B
· Revise Tree Species Mix & Ratios - RBC-WLR-HTA-L-Tree Species Ratios 

· Written Response to NEO Comments - WensleyRd-210866APC - Cond 23 Landscaping HTA response (as discussed a the meeting on 01/07/21)

With reference to the Landscape GA plans – I note the comments from Darren Cook(email of 24/8/21) so we await amendments to these.  I have no particular comments – the tree planting indicated appears largely in line with shown on approved Proposed Site Plan HTA-A_DR_0100 K.

In relation to the Levels plans, I’m not sure what’s changed.  HTA have responded previously to the queries raised in my memo of 9/6/21.

Pathways Setting Out drawings – no comments.
Landscape Furniture Setting Out – no comments.

Soiling plans – HTA confirmed that they would be increasing the depth of the Cellweb from 75mm to 100mm, however this has not been done.  Without an explanation, this change is still required.  In addition, the soil volumes have not been updated for revised species.  If Fagus sylvatica is proposed as street trees, a substantial soil volume is required as these are ultimate very large trees (however, see further comments below). HTA Landscape Comments: Cellweb depth has been increased to 100mm on soiling plans and within NBS as requested
With reference to the Landscape Planting Plans and Detailed Planting Plans, the proposed tree planting is largely acceptable, however there are a few elements not agreed. Firstly, it is noted that Fagus sylvatica (Beech) is proposed as the street trees on the north side of the site.  Whilst I welcome use of large canopy trees, these are not considered to be suitable for this location.  They are ultimately huge trees with dense canopies and will require considerable maintenance input over their lifespan (for information I have discussed this with Carolyn Jenkins who agrees with my concern).An alternative species should be considered.  HTA Landscape Comments: Fagus sylvatica have been substituted for Fagus sylvatica dawyck gold as suggested. 
Whilst the use of Cercis canadensis is acceptable, I would suggest that the two locations south of Wensley Court (either end of parking pays) are not appropriate given the short and round/spreading nature of these trees which is likely to result in conflict. HTA Landscape Comments: The two Cercis canadensis have been substituted as requested. 
 I note Amelanchier lamarckii (single stem trees) are proposed between parking bays and am mindful of the advice provided by Barcham Tree Specialists on this tree which states that: ‘if you buy the single stem form it is prone to sucker and broaden with age so requiring far more maintenance than Amelanchier Robin Hill if planted as a street tree’.  It would seem sensible to take the advice and change to ‘Robin Hill’. HTA Landscape Comments: Amelanchier lamarckii substituted for Amelanchier Robin Hill as requested. 
In relation to the Typical Details drawing (which shows tree pits), the amendments requested to the tree pit between parking bays and tree pits in hard landscape have been done.  It was agreed by HTA that a clause would be added to tree pit in soft landscape to include a root barrier when the trees were close to hard surfacing or services – this has not been added. HTA Landscape Comments: Details and NBS specification updated with notes related to root barriers in relation to services and substructures. 
Revised Tree Species mix ratios noted and is a helpful document – this should be amended when addressing changes requested above. HTA Landscape Comments: Document has been maintained in line with tree updates as requested.  
The revised documents provided don’t include a revised Landscape Specification document for which required revisions were detailed in my memo of 9 June which HTA confirmed they would be amending HTA Landscape Comments: NBS specification updated as requested. 
Condition 23 also includes services (as advised in my memo of 9 June) which don’t appear to have been provided hence this matter is also outstanding and must be considered alongside tree planting.  The applicant will remember that we discussed with HTA the need to avoid conflict and specific examples were given where services appeared to conflict with root cell areas (specific construction elements, as I am aware and note the indicated routing of services through root cells, on the tree pits drawings, which is fine in principle). HTA Landscape Comments: Proposed service drawings (by others ) included for submission. 
In conclusion, positive steps have been made but we are not yet in a position to discharge this condition for the reasons given above.
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