
Planning

Memo

To:
Anthony Scholes, Planning
From:
Sarah Hanson, Natural Environment Officer, Planning 

CC:
 

Date:
9 April 2025
Re:
Consultation on an Application
Planning Application Ref: PL/25/0350

Application Type: Full planning permission

Address: 58 BATH ROAD, READING, RG30 2AY

Proposal: Erection of five detached 4-bed dwellings, and associated works, following demolition of detached bungalow.
The site sits partially within an AQMA, on the Bath Road which is defined as a ‘treed corridor’ in our adopted Tree Strategy, and one Sycamore tree on the main site is protected by TPO 36/03, along with the Plane tree at the entrance from Bath Road.

Prior to submission, an application to fell the Sycamore was submitted and refused (ref 240674).  As a result, early discussions with the applicant made it clear that the Sycamore should be retained (it was initially shown to be removed) and the higher quality trees on the west boundary should also be retained and respected.

The current proposed layout shown on drawing 1493 / P / 1 is:
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Trees

With reference to BS5837:2012 TREE SURVEY AND ARBORICULTURAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT, Dated: 4th February 2025, reference: GHA/DS/160227:25:

6.1 advises that:
’The following trees are proposed for removal as part of the new development, as these specimens could not be effectively retained as they are located within the  outline of the new structures, or located too close to make their retention feasible / sustainable: G11, T12, T13, a section of G14 and T15’

The removals therefore include: T12 category C Cypress; T13 category B Oak; section of category C G14 Cypress hedge and T15 category C Bay tree.  It should be noted that BS5837 recommends that B category trees are retained and worked around, which is not the case as Plot 2’s proximity to the west boundary requires the removal of T13.
6.4 advises that: ‘G16 and T18 will be pruned to improve clearances from the proposed new structures’.  With reference to the table in Appendix B, this involves pruning G16 Leyland cypress hedge laterally on house (Plot 3) side by 2m and pruning T18 Oak laterally on house (Plot 3) side by 1.5m.  The need to prune indicates that the plot is too close and given that T18 Oak has potential to grow in height and spread, repeat pruning would be likely required to maintain a sustainable relationship with the house. 7.2 acknowledges that ‘Some minor lateral pruning of some trees may be required in the medium term’.
I note that no pruning is proposed to T24 TPO Sycamore despite the proposed passing bay under its low crown and branches extending up to the east elevation of Plot 1, i.e. leaving no space for construction access.  Clarity is required.

6.9 acknowledges that ‘There are small encroachments into the RPAs of G16 and T24 from plot 3 and plot 1 respectively’ and deems that ‘these encroachments equate to less than 2% and are therefore assessed to be within acceptable levels’.  However, it does not go on to explain how works within the RPA for foundations will be done to minimise harm on the RPA.  It is also not clear whether the impingement is only taking the literal overlap of the RPA and the building footprint – excavations for foundations extend outside the literal building line. It should be noted that BS5837 states in 5.3.1 that ‘The default position should be that structures (see 3.10) are located outside the RPAs of trees to be retained’ – this recommendation has not been followed.
Sections of the new driveway are within the RPAs of G14 and G16, and a no-dig construction has been suggested for these areas (shown on blue on the TPP). It is also recommended that ‘All new pathways and soft landscaping areas within the Root Protection Areas (RPAs) of the retained trees should be designed using no-dig, up and over construction…’.  The no-dig specification is the general specification expected however this has not been detailed with regards to the specific requirements of the site.  In particular, the passing bay adjacent to T24 and other bay within the RPA of T1 & T3 – how will the no-dig (so raised GL) of the new passing bays be married with the existing driveway?  In relation to the latter, I understand that this may now be proposed further into the site, which raises the same query.
If approved, it will have to be ensured that foundations are designed taking into account the soil type and proximity of trees (taken at the mature height) to avoid future conflict given their proximity.
Landscaping

In relation to landscaping, new tree planting is shown on Landscaping plan 1493 / P/ 11 which indicates the planting of 17 (I think) new trees; all proposed to be Silver Birch.  The planting of a single species is not acceptable and goes against the diversity aims of our Tree Strategy.  Three pairs of trees are proposed at the front of the dwellings – I question the space for this and I question the feasibility of planting so close to the wall in a thin landscape strip along the east boundary.  Tree planting should be carefully considered and proposed to ensure planting is practical and sustainable in the long term – not just shown to try to meet expected requirements in terms of quantity.
Similarly, significant hedging is proposed, which is positive, but all single species Beech.  It’s unclear if and where any shrub planting will be included.

Conclusion

The relationship between Plots 1 & 3 requires improvement in relation to the adjacent trees.  Proposal of a semi-detached for Plots 1 & 2 and Plots 3 & 4 may resolve this.
Practical, feasible landscaping needs to be indicated in order to demonstrate sustainable mitigation for trees losses.

The AIA should be revised to address the above comments, and any changes proposed to the layout.

Currently the application is not supported on tree or landscape grounds as it fails to demonstrate no direct or indirect harm to trees of high amenity value and fails to demonstrate satisfactory landscaping, contrary to EN14 and the adopted Tree Strategy 2021.
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