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Memo

To:
Julie Williams, Planning
From:
Sarah Hanson, Natural Environment Officer, Planning 

CC:
 GS Ecology
Date:
17 January 2024
Re:
Consultation on an Application
Application Number: 231644








Application Type: Full Planning Approval

Address: Park Lane Primary School Infants Department 55 School Road Tilehurst Reading RG31 5AS
Proposal: Demolition of an existing modular building and installation of a double stack modular building (GIFA approx. 360sqm). Further internal refurbishment of a number of rooms within the existing main building with modifications to external areas, including new play areas, replacement boundary and internal fencing and a new pedestrian access off School Road, to segregate vehicles and pedestrians entering the site, with new staff car parking.
With reference to the Design and Access Statement dated November 2023, Proposed GA Plan Rev P3:
The site is situated on the corner of School Road and Corwen Road, wrapping behind Tilehurst Library and contains a significant number of trees on site.  Pre-application proposals indicated a loss of 4 trees, whereas current proposals indicate more than this (DAS says 8), alongside associated loss of soft landscape areas:
Existing & proposed:
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The main difference, compared to the pre-app proposals appears to be the inclusion of shelters in the outdoor areas.

Section 3.06 of the DAS confirms:
The proposed external works comprise:

• Inclusion of a new 11 bay car park, inc. 2no. Accessible spaces and 2no. EV charging spaces

• Extension to existing car park (2 additional bays)

• Construction of a pedestrian path into the site from main public footpath (along School Road)

• Replacement and upgrading of boundary fencing and access gates

• Provision of KS1 external play area

• Provision of Year R soft play area and sheltered play area

• Removal of poor quality trees and replanting of new trees

• Increased biodiversity planting

Trees
With reference to Arboricultural Impact Assessment V1 dated July 2023 (09/08/23) from RPS Group:

There report confirms there are no dead or dying (category U) trees.
Page 12 confirms that ‘8 trees will require removal to accommodate the proposed development works: T6, T7, T43, T44, T64-T67’ – all category ‘C’ trees, deemed not to be a constraint to development.  It should be noted that trees within a tree belt are often not category A or B trees due to growth suppression by adjacent trees; they do, however, contribute to the amenity and integrity of the arboricultural feature.  The trees to be removed consist of all semi-mature trees – 2 Silver birch, 2 Ash, 2 False acacia and 2 Norway maple.  Considering the comments on the trees within the survey, their removal is acceptable from a tree quality point of view.  However, they form part of a tree belt or trees that have grown up together and no comment is provided on the potential impact on adjacent, retained trees who will be open to greater wind forces and potential damage – further tree loss could therefore result from their removal.  Please note additional comment of extent of tree loss in the landscape section below.
Necessary tree works to facilitate development and its construction are listed on page 12 which seem reasonable.
Page 13 lists incursions in RPAs of retained trees and confirms there will be incursions necessary into the RPA of 8 trees (T10, T51, T52, T53, T54, T57, T59, T60), with the table showing the nature and extent of the incursion; being significant for 5 trees for hard surface or porous surface installation – particularly significant for T10.  The introduction of new hard surfacing is unwelcome and detrimental to a tree’s rooting environment hence these elements are undesirable.  It is fortunate that the extensive incursion (55%) into the RPA of T10 includes conversion of hard to soft and porous surfacing, hence improving the rooting environment.
It is stated that new hard surfacing will be constructed using a ‘no-dig’ methodology, albeit it doesn’t then confirm intended use of cellular confinement system, as would be expected.

Incursion into RPAs for foundation construction is accepted in the report, with any roots found being severed and the trees thereafter being monitored.  This is not an acceptable resolution, particularly as the two RPAs are of two of the few A category trees on site (T54 & T57 Limes).  This required further consideration.
It is stated that ‘the Year R shed to be relocated in the RPA of T51 will be secured in place using raft foundation techniques’.

It is interesting to note that a tree belt has existed since at least 1880 and, as you know, it partly forms the designated Green link here (re EN12):
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The removal of trees within this belt not only raises the concern about the impact on the remaining, but will degrade the belt of trees.  There are also biodiveristy concerns as set out by GS Ecology, who have rightly queried the need for the outdoor shelters in the proposed locations, which results in tree loss with no replacements in that location.

In conclusion, in relation to tree loss, whilst the quality of trees to be removed is not concerning, there are other issues are detailed above.  In relation to incursions into RPAs for hard surfacing, this is unwelcome and is a detriment to tree rooting areas, however it is acknowledged that methods and specifications are available to minimise the harm.  The incursions for foundations have, however, not been properly considered and are not currently acceptable.

Landscaping
As confirmed in the DAS & AIA, 8 trees are to be removed – all semi-mature, at least 4 of which are considered to be ‘large canopy’ trees (Ash & Norway maple).  However, Proposed GA Plan Rev P3 appears to indicate the removal of some 10 trees in the play area and two west of the new building hence clarity is required.
The GA plan indicates the planting of 8 new trees – 1 on the play area and 7 around the car park and new building.  This either provides a neutral tree number or a loss depending on confirmation of tree number to be removed.  In any case, it does not provide the net gain in tree number required of any development.  As Council owned land we should be seeking a 3:1 replacement strategy, as per the adopted Tree Strategy.  Proposed landscaping is therefore not acceptable as a net gain has not be demonstrated contrary to EN14 and aims of the adopted Tree Strategy and to EN12 requirements (as per GS Ecology comments).

Conclusion

The application can neither be supported on tree or landscape grounds at the moment as it fails to demonstrate lack of harm to retained trees, tree loss in itself is of concern and proposals fail to demonstrate a net gain in tree number, hence the proposals are contrary to EN12, EN14 and the adopted Tree Strategy.  Satisfactory revisions and responses to the concerns raised are required in order to show compliance with policy and the Tree Strategy.

If you intend to recommend approval despite the concerns (and those of S Ecology), condition L2 (landscaping etc) and L7 (AMS) will be required and submissions will be expected to fully address the concerns raised in this memo.
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