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Memo

To:
Sian Hickey, Planning
From:
Sarah Hanson, Natural Environment Officer, Planning 

CC:
 

Date:
12 December 2024
Re:
Consultation on an Application
Planning Application Ref: PL/24/1577
Application Type: Approval of details reserved by a condition

Address: 18 RICHMOND ROAD, CAVERSHAM, READING, RG4 7PP

Proposal: Application for Approval of Details Reserved by Condition 1 (Landscaping) of Application 240309.

As you are aware, retrospective application 240309 for the car port was allowed at appeal.  The appeal decision of 13/11/24 attached a landscape condition which stated:
‘Unless within six weeks of the date of this decision a scheme for landscaping is submitted in writing to the local planning authority for approval, and unless the approved scheme is implemented within the first planting season (September to March) following the local planning authority’s approval, the use of the development shall cease and all equipment and materials brought onto the land for the purposes of the development shall be removed until such time as a landscaping scheme is approved and implemented.

If no landscaping scheme in accordance with this condition is approved within six months of the date of this decision, the use of the development shall cease and all equipment and materials brought onto the land for the purposes of the development shall be removed until such time as a landscaping scheme approved by the local planning authority is implemented.

Upon implementation of the approved landscaping scheme specified in this condition, the scheme shall thereafter be retained. Any trees or plants which, within a period of five years from the date of implementation, die, are removed, or become seriously damaged or diseased, shall be replaced in the next planting season with others of a similar size and species.

In the event of a legal challenge to this decision, or to a decision made pursuant to the procedure set out in this condition, the operation of the time limits specified in this condition will be suspended until that legal challenge has been finally determined.’

The existing planting was in place at the time of the Inspector’s visit and they commented in paragraph 9 that:
‘There is no guarantee that the existing boundary fencing along the road frontage would be retained. However, on my site visit I observed that planting is becoming established between the carport and the fencing, which exceeds the height of the development. The leafy foliage on the appeal site serves to conceal most of the development from view, whilst also contributing positively to the verdant character of the street. Therefore, even if the fencing were to be removed or replaced, the carport would not be unacceptably exposed in public viewpoints’.
Paragraph 10 goes on to say:

‘Given that details of the landscaping could be secured through condition, I see no reason why the existing planting could not be retained and enhanced so as to improve the overall appearance of the development. Once the planting is fully established, the development would be well-screened from public vantage points and there would be no undue harm caused to the street scene’.
Paragraph 18 advises:

‘I have imposed a condition requiring details of landscaping to be submitted. This condition is required to protect the character and appearance of the area’.
From the above, I surmise that the inspector felt a landscape condition was necessary 1) to formally secure what has already been planted for its screening benefit and 2) that the existing landscaping is not sufficient to screen the car port, hence the need to ‘enhance’ it.

In order to discharge the condition, a Car Port Plan view drawing, ref 01224-01 has been submitted onto which the position of the existing planting has been plotted, along with the confirmation of the species – 5 Photinia ‘Red Robin’:
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In addition, two photographs have been provided to show this existing planting:
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In terms of the existing species, Photinia Red Robin is a commonly used hedging / screening plant in landscape schemes which, whilst not being native, serves its purpose and is fairly attractive.  I’ve no strong objections to its use.
The comments from the Inspector demonstrate their belief that enchancement of the existing landscaping is required.  As such, submission of a plan showing only the existing is not sufficient.  It seems to me that the most obvious course of action is to extend the row of Photina eastwards to the boundary with No. 16a Richmond Road. However, I am aware that the gap between the fence and car port narrows towards the east boundary and the feasibility of planting additional plants (similar to the current ones) is questionable.  I therefore spoke directly to the applicant to discuss and he provided a measurement of the gap and demonstrated on a sketch plan (with measurements) that it was only feasible to add one additional Photinia, hence this should be incorporated and shown on the plan, and I understand is acceptable to the applicant:
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Planting in this location runs the risk of encountering large roots from the adjacent TPO Lime, given it’s proximity to the boundary.  However, this could be overcome by the use of small stock size, hence small root balls/systems, and carefully planting by hand with relocation of the new plant to avoid the tree roots.  Hence in submitting a revised plan, the agent should ensure that a suitable stock size is specified and should add a note to the drawing stating that new planting will be planted carefully by hand and the exact location adjusted as necessary to avoid severence or harm to the roots of the protected Lime tree at 16A Richmond Road.
In conclusion, an amended plan is require to incoporate the above.
Given the required timing of implementation, it would be prudent for the applicant / agent to submit a revised plan ASAP in order that this can get approved and the applicant can have sufficent time before the end of March 2025 to source and plant the approved.
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