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Memo 
To: Gary Miles, Planning 

From: Amy Daly, Assistant Natural Environment Officer, Planning  

CC:   

Date: 8th April 2025 

Re: Consultation on an Application 

Application No:  PL/25/0167 

Application Type: Householder planning permission 

Address: 16 Jefferson Close, Emmer Green, Reading, RG4 8US 

Proposal: Single Storey Rear Extension and Internal Alterations 

The site of 16 Jefferson Close is covered by TPO 73/003. A single storey extension has 
been proposed within the RPA and below the canopy of one of the trees on site. Upon 
reading the Arboricultural Impact Report, February 2025, Ref. SJA air 25063-01, I have 
the following comments. 

My first concern from assessing the AIA, is the proposed development area is within the 
RPA of T1, an English Oak tree, which has a TPO (T5). The BS5837 2012 states that 
‘The default position should be that structures are located outside the RPAs of trees to be 
retained.’ Whilst the incursion is minor, the BS5837 2012 also states ‘To avoid damage to 
tree roots, existing ground levels should be retained within the RPA. Intrusion into soil 
(other than for piling) within the RPA is generally not acceptable, and topsoil within it 
should be retained in situ. However, limited manual excavation within the RPA might be 
acceptable’. Following these recommendations, this proposal is not acceptable. It is 
justified in the TPP as ‘all roots will be cut cleanly’ i.e. it implies all roots of any size found 
can be cut. Contrary to this, the BS5837 2012 recommends that ‘Roots smaller than 25 
mm diameter may be pruned back, making a clean cut with a suitable sharp tool (e.g. 
bypass secateurs or handsaw), except where they occur in clumps. Roots occurring in 
clumps or of 25 mm diameter and over should be severed only following consultation with 
an arboriculturist, as such roots might be essential to the tree’s health and stability’. 
Section 6.2.4 expresses that ‘As a species English oak has been identified as moderate 
at tolerating root pruning and disturbance’, however the tree survey notes the tree to have 
‘below average physiological condition’.  As such, severing its roots are more likely to lead 
to tree health decline and thus root pruning is not acceptable, regardless of how tolerable 
the species may be in general. 
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In section 6.2.3 the AIA attempts to minimise the incursion into the RPA by using a block 
and beam foundation and that ‘In this case, as only the upper 300mm of the upper metre 
of soil will be removed, the 3.7% incursion into the tree’s RPA may result in a reduction of 
only 1.8% of roots within the RPA’. Then concludes ‘it is highly unlikely that this incursion 
into the RPA will result in all the roots in this area being severed’, but then provides 
evidence from studies, that ‘as much as 90% of tree root length occurs in the upper metre 
of the soil’. I suggest that this conclusion is therefore, not accurate and in any case, 
excavation of virgin ground in the RPA is not acceptable other than removal of turf layer or 
existing hard surfacing. It is also noted in section 6.2.1 that ‘The incursion by part of the 
proposed extension into the RPA of oak tree no. 1 extends no closer than 4m from the 
trunk’. The incursion into the RPA is so close to the trunk, I would be concerned roots of 
over 25mm would be found. 

Another concern is that this proposed extension falls underneath the canopy of T1. It is 
justified in section 5.2.1 by stating that ‘Although the north-west crown extent of oak tree 
no. 1 overlaps the proposed extension by up to 3.5m, the tree’s crown will not require any 
pruning to facilitate construction. This is because the extension comprises a single storey 
only, and as such, it is unlikely to exceed 4m in height. As the tree’s west crown extent 
shows a clearance of 5.25m, there will be a clearance of at least 1.25m between the 
extension roof and the tree’s crown which will allow adequate working space for 
construction and a reasonable margin of clearance for future growth.’ The use of the 
wording ‘unlikely’ presents uncertainty as to how close the extension will truly be to the 
canopy and the figure of 1.25m clearance, is likely to be inaccurate. It is then further 
justified, in section 5.2.2, by stating ‘the LPA would control both the extent and quality of 
any future pruning, if required’, which would be contradictory if this proposal is approved. 
We would struggle to be able to refuse pruning, as allowing an extension to be built so 
close to T1, pruning would be deemed as reasonable maintenance to give the property 
clearance. 

Following the BS5837 2012 guidance of ‘‘The relationship of buildings to large trees can 
cause apprehension to occupiers or users of nearby buildings or spaces, resulting in 
pressure for the removal of the trees’ and that T1 is classed as semi mature, it would be 
fair to say that this proposed development would put pressure on T1 to be pruned or 
removed. T1 has not reached full maturity and will continue to grow both its canopy and 
its root system, encroaching on the building. 

The relationship between T2 Oak (T6 of TPO) and sunlight has been mentioned in 
section 7.1.1 and 7.2.1. There is no Tree Constraints Plan showing shadow arcs which 
represent this. We would expect this to be included (as recommended in BS5837 2012) 
and to demonstrate statements made, before conclusions are made and relied upon.  
Potential future pressure to prune this tree therefore also applies. 

Overall, the AIA rates the impact of this proposal as negligible. This is mentioned with the 
report’s conclusions, section 8.4.1. The definition of negligible is given within Table 1, also 
showing other levels of impact. From Table 1, the Natural Environment Team would 
consider the magnitude to be medium and therefore, unacceptable. 

To conclude, considering the above factors and following the recommendations of the 
BS5837 2012, this proposal is not acceptable. With the future in mind, this proposal has 
the potential to negatively impact tree health and increase pressure to prune or remove 
this tree, as both the RPA and canopy are encroached by the development. The size of 
this proposal is not justified in relation to the impact on the tree. When tree health is 
suboptimal, we should be considering methods to improve it, rather than hinder it. 
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For clarity, we would support refusal of the current proposal on tree grounds only and 
would suggest wording along the lines of: 

The proposal fails to demonstrate a lack of harm to a protected Oak tree and will result in 
future pressure to prune as a result of proximity to the tree, hence is contrary to Local 
Plan Policy EN14 and the Reading Borough Council adopted Tree Strategy (2021). 


