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Application Type: Full Planning Approval

Address: Royal Berkshire Hospital London Road Reading  RG1 5AN
Proposal: Construction of a new clinical block designed for the Urology Service

Further to my memo of 8/8/24 and subsequent submissions:
In relation to my query over T3 & T4 and whether transplantation was intended (as the arb report indicates would be feasible), the agent has confirmed that this is necessary as they are in the way of the proposed walkway.  These are young trees and relatively small at 7m & 5m respectively.  Transplantation will be more difficult & costly, compared to replacement, especially if done properly to ensure the trees survive – aftercare will also be more intense than a new tree.  Relocation of trees is not always successful and relies on the work being done properly and appropriate aftercare being in place.  If the trust wished to remove and replace instead, I would be open to this – this needs to be confirmed prior to a decision in order that the landscape condition can be worded appropriately.  
My other query related to T2 as it was unclear it this was retained or removed due to lack of consistency across documents.  The agent has confirmed that this is to be retained and that the error was the use of a wrong tree annotation.  This is corrected on Proposed External Works Plan Rev P5 in theory but there is no key to label ‘retained trees’ – this needs to be added.  In addition, this plan is not correct in that it shows the retention of T5, T6 & T7 which the arb report advises need to be removed.
The Proposed External Works Plan Rev P5 now shows 16 new trees (as opposed to 8), 15 of which are in the green space to the north of the building.  I assume the significant number of trees is for BNG purposes.  With that many trees so close together in a small space – species will have to be selected carefully. I also note that there is no indication of ‘transplanted trees’.
I previously stated: The proposals indicate tree planting (9 trees) and shrub planting and the key states: ‘Refer to plant schedule for species & specification’, however I can’t find this?  Clarity is required.
I don’t believe we’ve received a response to the above. I assume the schedule is available as it is referred to, so should be requested (updated in line with new indicative planting).  In any case, landscaping will have to be secured via condition (L2).
With reference to the Landscape and Ecological Management Plan 2.0 dated 8/10/2024, this now shows the currently proposed development (hard structures).  The Ecological Enhancement Plan in Appendix 3 is basically the landscaping principles (indicative tree planting) plus two bat and two bird boxes.  HOWEVER, it does not show the latest level of tree planting hence is not consistent with Proposed External Works Plan Rev P5 (or drainage plan) so needs to be amended.  I will leave GS Ecology to comment on BNG.
We don’t have an Arb Method Statement yet with Tree Protection Plan, hence that will need to be secured by condition L7.

With reference to the Proposed Site Plan with Drainage Strategy dated 08.10.24, this now shows the proposed layout:
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There are routes of at least 4 different colours with no key to help interpret the plan, which would be helpful.  However, it appears there are services running through RPAs of existing, retained trees (including the street tree) and the new tree on the south-west corner.  It is far from clear how the strategy is therefore compatible with retained and proposed trees and clarity on this is required otherwise the fate of trees and new planting is unconfirmed.

In conclusion, there are still a number of things to resolve to ensure proposals are clear, achievable and submissions are consistent.
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