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To:
Thomas Bradfield, Planning
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Sarah Hanson, Natural Environment Officer, Planning 

CC:
 

Date:
14 February 2024 7/5/24
Re:
Consultation on an Application
Application Number: 231254







Application Type: Full Planning Approval

Address: Thales Research And Technology Ltd Worton Grange Industrial Estate Imperial Way Reading RG2 0GG
Proposal: Application for demolition of an existing building and erection of New building to allow a flexible use within classes, e(g)(ii), e(g) (iii), B2 and B8 and a series of physical works to reconfigure the site, new hard and soft landscaping and associated infrastructure.
With reference to my memo of 21/11/23, to ‘Alternative Site Plan Sketch’ PSK07 B and to the agent’s email of 4/1/24 (which includes responses to my concerns), I have the following comments:

The agent’s responses to my concerns / queries are as follows, after which I’ve added my response in red:
Agents further comments in Green (05/03/24) 
SH further comments in Blue (14-3-24)
SH further comments in orange in response to agent’s email of 15/4/24 with further submissions:

Proposed Site Plan (B2) P403 Rev E & Proposed Site Plan (B8) P402 Rev N

Tree Retention Site Plan P404 Rev L

Arboricultural Method Statement and Tree Protection Plan Rev B 1st April 2024

Proposed Boundary Treatments Site Plan P405 Rev D

Soft Landscape Plan – Sheet 1 of 3 2181 DLA DR L 01 P06
Soft Landscape Plan - Sheet 2 of 3 2181 DLA DR L 01 P06
In relation to the Natural Environment response, we have provided the following response: 
 

· Cherry T3: it is being retained because it is not in the way, see no point in removing a tree when it is not necessary, even if the canopy is thinning slightly. It is difficult to appreciate why only this tree is ‘not in the way’ hence further clarity would be welcome.  I queried the retention of a lone ‘c’ category tree with a thinning crown when all others around it were being removed as development would seem like an opportunity to replace poor trees.  Whilst tree retention is important, it should be reasonable ‘on balance’. The tree is being retained simply because it is possible to retain the tree within the new scheme. There are a number of trees being removed to facilitate the new development and T3 is being retained to slightly reduce the numbers of trees proposed for removal. The tree is of low quality but that in of itself is not sufficient reason to remove it. There have been various discussions proposing retention of more trees along the south-eastern boundary, but the new scheme cannot be modified sufficiently to allow retention of more trees along the boundary. If removal of T3 is acceptable or preferred by the local authority, then we can easily plant a replacement of a suitable species, one which will ultimately grow larger in that location. Please tell us your preference? Yes the preference would be to remove a low quality, ailing tree and replace with something more substantial (as root volume provision allows). I note tree is still retained on the Tree Retention Plan, however it is not shown on the Tree Protection plan within the AMS or the landscape plans – consistency is required.
· Oak T20: The canopy is proposed for a small canopy reduction, as stated within the report, simply to reduce its water demand following the works to the nearby concrete apron and the reduction is not due to proximity of a building. Canopy reduction will, assist the tree, but this is not strictly necessary so we can remove reference to this if preferred? My comment on the need for a canopy reduction in relation to proximity of the building was in relation to T28 Oak, not T20. If canopy reduction of T20 is not strictly necessary, then it would be preferable to omit it and allow the tree to grown to its optimum size where its environmental benefits can be maximised (once crown reduced, it is likely that a repeat of this will be required at regular intervals are appropriate management, i.e. the size will forever be confined).  
The intention for T28 is for it to be pruned back to clear the new structure by 2.5m. Yes, understood In relation to T20 we can omit the reduction if this is preferred – please tell us your preference? As stated, if it’s not necessary, omission would be preferable.  I note no pruning of T20 is included in the AMS
· Method Statement: the method statement forms a large part of the report – could further clarity be provided on this? I don’t understand what is being asked? The method statement has been provided.  I am lost with this point.  I’m going to assume that it referred to me asking for a method statement for the no-dig surfacing, the applicant simply stating that a method statement (the arb report) had been provided – in any case, my point is no longer relevant (if that’s what it referred to).
· New Surfacing: is to be constructed using traditional methods. Due to differences in levels, it is simply not possible to construct the concrete yard to provide a safe turning space using a 'no dig' system. There will be some root loss in the immediate area and this is why the RPA has been modified by 15% (not the same as 15% root loss). The officer states the works will be detrimental to the tree; we do not agree. We have carried out a full evaluation of the tree in accordance with BS5837:2012 clause 5.3.4 and consider it to be in normal health and well able to tolerate some changes. Clause 5.3.1a allows for some encroachment into the RPA, depending on the condition and vitality of the tree, and provided the area lost to encroachment can be compensated for elsewhere contiguous with its RPA. The RPA of Oak T20 will be encroached upon on one side only; the remaining three side have extensive soft ground.
So, in conclusion, a correct and proper assessment has been undertaken. There has been considerable discussion at the design stage regarding the extent of encroachment into the RPA and the design was agreed as submitted. We have fully assessed the proposal and conclude that the limited encroachment proposed will not be detrimental to the tree and there is no reason why it cannot continue to grow on. This naturally assumes that protective measures proposed are properly employed and that the area beneath the tree remains protected with no vehicles, plant, materials storage etc. I’m struggling to follow this clearly.  The actual RPA (calculated as per BS 5837) is shown on the Tree Constraints Plan (below, left) as a circle so confirms that there are no structures on or off site that might impact root spread, i.e. it shows  “the minimum area around a tree deemed to contain sufficient roots and rooting volume to maintain the tree’s viability, and where the protection of the roots and soil structure is treated as a priority”.  The RPA is then shown notably smaller overall (smaller circle) on the TPP:
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As we don’t appear to have an AIA plan, i.e. one on which the actual RPA is plotted on the proposals, it is difficult to appreciate how much it’s been reduced by, but from the comments provided, perhaps it is being stated that there is a 15% impingement into the RPA to allow for the new hard surfacing?  In which case, I’m unclear on the why the overall RPA has been reduced and why there is not an AIA plan showing the impingement into the actual RPA?  BS5837 goes onto provide recommendations for new hard surfacing within RPAs, none of which are being proposed here as it’s stated as not possible. 
The tree survey shows the RPA of Oak T20; it is drawn initially as a circle as per BS5837:2012. The tree protection plan does not show the RPA. It could be that an area of mulch proposed around the tree is being mistaken with the RPA; there would be no reason nor justification in reducing the RPA to that extent, regardless of the proposals.
The RPA is being reduced by around 15%. The standard does indeed state that the RPA represents the minimum area…etc. However, it should be remembered the RPA, although drawn as a circle, is often not circular; the standard states the RPA should be drawn initially as a circle. The standard then allows for the area (not radius) of the RPA to be modified where necessary provided there has been a proper assessment.

Clause 5.3 of BS5837:2012 states:

“If operations within the RPA are proposed, the project arboriculturist should

a) demonstrate that the tree(s) can remain viable and that the area lost to encroachment can be compensated for elsewhere, contiguous with its RPA;

b) propose a series of mitigation measures to improve the soil environment that is used by the tree for growth.”

The tree is a normal healthy Oak with no obvious sign of disfunction. The proposed alteration to the [note alteration to, and not loss of] RPA is unlikely to affect the tree in any significant way. In my professional opinion the tree will easily tolerate the works and there is no reason why it should not simply continue to grow on.

Mulch has been proposed around the base of the tree to address point (b) and to improve growing conditions around the tree; no other mitigation measures are deemed necessary.

The proposed works will affect part of the south-western side of the RPA only, when drawn as a circle; this extends approximately to the canopy edge on one side only. The area affected represents around 15% of its total RPA. This area of RPA has been added to the remaining circular part of the RPA, extending the radius by around 1.6m in all other directions, this additional area is occupied by soft ground with good growing conditions. The root protection area remains at 707 square metres, but its shape has been modified slightly; this is completely in accordance with BS5837:2012 clause 5.3.
The amendments to the RPA are reflected in the red shading area of T20 on the plan and therefore a plan isn’t expected to be required - BS5837:2012 allows for the area of the RPA to be modified from the initial circular shape.
I can’t see a red shaded area.  However, I think the above discussion confirms that there is an impingment of 15% so fine – acceptable given the remaining area around the tree is soft. 

· Fencing: It is not clear why two fencing positions are required – could this please be clarified? The method statement requires that fencing is erected prior to commencement of works on site and will remain until completion. Attenuation will not be within fenced off areas so cannot see why a method statement might be required. I'm not sure that periodic site monitoring is strictly necessary, but this can be added to the method statement if required. It is a normal requirement for the entire RPA to be protected (fencing or ground protection) until such time as works within the RPA are required – in this case construction of the hard surface. Perhaps what is being said is that as any roots under the hard surface (no special construction intended) are going to be severed anyway, what’s the point of protecting that area of the (unadjusted RPA) in the first place.  My comment about two positions was based on the possibility of a no-dig solution within the RPA, which has been dismissed.  Similar comments apply for the attenuation – if roots are going to be severed anyway up to the edge of the soft area around the Oak. 
There is no need for two parts to the protective fencing. If a no-dig solution was being utilised nearest the Oak tree, then I agree, the area occupied by the no-dig surface would need protection until the new surface is installed. However, in this case, a full assessment has been completed and as previously stated, a no-dig solution is not practical nor possible in this instance due to significant differences in levels.

No-dig solutions are useful in a wide variety of situations, but are not suitable in every instance. There are differences in levels between the ground in which the Oak tree grows and the proposed concrete apron. In order to install a no-dig surface over the section of Oak RPA concerned, the adjacent concrete apron would need to be raised by approximately 1 metre in height to accommodate.

Raising the levels to that extent is not practical and additionally is likely to compromise safety of turning articulated vehicles and fork-lift trucks operating within the property. For this reason, the suitability of a no-dig solution has been rejected.
This confirms what I assumed to be the case, i.e. why two fence locations had not been proposed.  Fine.

 
In relation to the Alternative Site Plan sketch, I understand that this came with the comment that an additional 5 trees could be retained (three on northern boundary and two on eastern boundary) – it’s not clear from the plan which these are.  Please can clarity be provided, with the trees stated (‘T’ numbers).  Eoin – can these be annotated on the Alternative Ste Plan sketch now that the LPA have seen the draft plan. Noted, thanks I assume this has had arb input to ensure that these 5 are actually worthy of retention and it’s feasible to do so, taking into account any works around them – confirmation should be provided. We confirm that discussions were held regarding retention of further trees on various site boundaries, but further retention is not possible within the scheme for the south-eastern and north-western boundaries. The additional trees on the north-east boundary can be retained, but of course will require protection whilst works are ongoing to ensure they do not become damaged by soil compaction, physical contact with plant etc. If appropriately protected, there is no reason why they cannot be retained with the modified proposal. OK – amended AMS will be required.
In terms of landscaping, are revised plans intended to confirm tree retention and planting, to demonstrate a net gain?  This matter should be resolved prior to a decision. The Alternative Site Plan sketch (Rev: F) has been submitted formally to provide a revised tree retention scheme.  Noted.  Originally 41 trees to be removed; now 33 (or 34 if including T3) - G17 (2 No.), T22-24, T14, T15 & T18 now retained.  Landscaping can be secured via condition and should include a net gain in tree number (which would be achieved if the originally proposed 41 are included).
Agent states that: ‘There are 36 existing trees on site and the proposed landscaping plan shows a total of 42 trees with some retained and others proposed – there is therefore a net gain of 6 trees’. However, this is not the case.  There are 36 tree ‘features’, most are individual but this includes 3 groups of trees which consist of 11 trees hence there are 33 individual trees and 11 trees within groups – totalling 44 trees.  The Tree Retention plan is unclear on how many are to be retained as some of the green tree annotations are (I believe) groups – they have no label (from the tree survey) as would be expected and as requested previously.  If my previous comments above are correct then 33/34 trees are to be removed hence if 42 are proposed, it would see a net gain.  
However, I note the AMS states: 
5.2 - Trees T14, T15, G17,T18 and T20 will be retained and protected [6 trees]
5.8- Protective fencing is proposed around retained trees T14, T15, G17, T18, T20, T22, T23 and T24 [9 trees]
6.1 states that 37 trees are to be removed

Clarity is required.
Also, the AMS does not cover installation of new boundary fencing, as it should, given new fencing is within RPAs.
AMS matters could be dealt with now or via condition L7.

In terms of the proposed landscaping, I note that only 2 of the 3 sheets have been provided.  I further note that these also show the removal of T3.

As above, these show 42 new trees so is likely to be a net gain, albeit the lack of clarity on numbers to be removed does not enable confirmation of the extent of this gain.  I do note that this is somewhat a numbers gain and the long-term feasibility of each tree to achieve is maximum is highly questionable given the spacing provided between ultimately large canopy trees in some places.
Landscaping is acceptable in principle but as no establishment or maintenance details have been provided, condition L2 is still appropriate.
I note the comments from GS Ecology in their memo of 17/10/23 – has this been considered?  I note the ditch indicated on the Alternative Site Plan sketch but with no reference to the buffer advised by GS Ecology.  I note from the agent’s email that a note was sent re ecology on 16/11/23 but I do not know the situation following this. We have attached the note from Applied Ecology from 14th November which confirms that the ditch is not a defined watercourse from both an ecological and drainage perspective. I’ll leave GS Ecology to comment.
I await further comment.

Conclusion (14/3/24)

Development is now acceptable subject to conditions L2 ( pre-commencement landscaping etc) and L7 (pre-commencement Arb Method Statement).
Conclusion (7/5/24)

Development is still acceptable subject to conditions L2 ( pre-commencement landscaping etc) and L7 (pre-commencement Arb Method Statement).
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