
Planning

Memo

To:
Ethne Humphreys, Planning
From:
Sarah Hanson, Natural Environment Officer, Planning 

CC:
 

Date:
17 July 2025
Re:
Consultation on an Application (revisions)
Planning Application Ref: PL/25/0620

Application Type: Full planning permission

Address: Land adjacent to, 43 Upper Redlands Road, Reading, RG1 5JE

Proposal: Self-build erection of a single dwellinghouse, with associated access, parking and landscaping, including the relocation of a boundary wall and the removal of a bunker structure
With reference to my memo of 19/6/25 and revisions received on 3 July 2025:
Trees
As you are aware, my previous comments advised that the Tree Survey & AIA were out of date as a result of the S.211 Notice submitted shortly before the planning application.  In addition, comments expressed concern about inconsistency between the recommendations within the submitted AMS and the AMS approved under PL/24/1296/APC insofar as the off-site Tulip was concerned.

With reference to 

Tree Survey PRI24678_tsA dated 27/06/2025, 
Tree Survey Plan PRI24678-01 Rev A dated 27/06/2025

Arboricultural Method Statement ref PRI34678_ams_C dated 02/07/2025
Tree Protection Plan PRI24678-03 Rev C dated 02/07/2025

With reference to the Tree Survey, I note this has been updated remotely (ref para 1.2).  It would seem from the photos on page 5 & 6 that the bunker structure has largely been removed – I mention this due to the current description of development (you may wish to check).
It seems para 3.6 has not been updated as this still refers to the removal of G9.  I note the last sentence of this paragraph states:

‘However, it is considered that some specimens along the southern aspect of the group could be retained where located outside the footprint of the bunker and providing existing boundary screening for adjacent properties’.

Similarly, there is a note on the TPP that states:

‘G8 & G9: tree stems located on 'separated island' to the south of buried 'bunker' structure to be retained where not located over subterranean structure’
The above offers a lack of clarity / confirmation that the remaining trees on the southern boundary can and will be retained.  This is why I suggested that in updating the tree survey and AMS that the author should visit to assess the remaining trees following removal of the bunker in order to give this confirmation.
With reference to the AMS:

9.4 includes general pruning of retained trees for clearance, which seems reasonable.
9.16 states: ‘Following removals from G9, if any further tree surgery works are required as part of this development project, a proposed specification will be submitted to, and approved by the Local Planning Authority before any works are carried out’.  As above, this indicates and unknown with regards to the retained trees which would ideally be resolved as part of this application, particularly if it results in the removal of further trees.

I note Section 14 deals with ‘sensitive excavation’, which relates to the removal of the remaining structure within the theoretical RPA of the retained trees (shown by the pink area on the TPP). 14.3 states: ‘If for whatever reason, the project arboriculturist feels that a tree's stability has been compromised during the excavation operation, then the LPA shall be contacted, and the arboricultural officer (or appropriate landscape officer) notified. A decision can then be made as to the best way forward’.
In order to resolve this concern, I would suggest that we have to accept the unknown but given approved plans will show the retention of these trees, any subsequent deviation will have to result in resolving this through an appropriate, formal process, which should include revisions of approved landscaping.

Landscaping in RPAs is touched on in the AMS (para 11.1) and is relevant for a number of trees, including the two proposed within the RPA of the off-site Tulip.  11.1 advises that landscaping will be ‘carried out sensitively to ensure root damage is mitigated as much as is practicable’.  Section 13 then gives further details but doesn’t indicate how any roots found will be dealt with.  The proposed trees are all 8-10cm girth, which has an expected root ball diameter of 40cm and depth of 30-35cm.  That is a fairly significant hole (s) to dig where roots are known to be.  I would suggest it appropriate to say that in carefully hand digging if roots are found, particularly those of 25mm diam or above or clumps of roots, then the tree will be slightly relocated to avoid these (other roots to be cleanly cut).  I would also suggest that this section also includes a ‘toolbox talk’ by the arb consultant to the landscapers.

I note that the landscape plan only refers to ‘hand planting’ in relation to the hedging.
I note Section 18 (no-dig surface) doesn’t confirm the depth proposed as one would expect in a final AMS.

In relation to the construction of the new (relocated) wall, the principles are included but with insufficient detail or demonstrating input from a structural engineer.  Wall details are not included in landscape submissions either.

Landscaping

Landscape Proposals Plan PRI24678-11F now includes 26 new trees proving neither a loss nor gain, 26 trees having been removed under S.211 Notice PL/25/0378, but is 16 more trees than previously proposed.  This is complimented by mixed native hedge or single species native hedge planting around the majority of the perimeter, alongside shrub planting.

In terms of species and genus diversity mix, the tree planting is acceptable.  It includes some larger canopy species; namely 3 Hornbeam, 1 Holm oak and 1 Common oak.
It is a lot of trees in a relatively small space, so I don’t expect each to become a specimen tree, achieving its optimum size and shape, due to competition.

The wildflower area will be entirely shaded by a combination of existing and new trees so GS Ecology may wish to comment on its likely success.

I note the small area of flat roof at the rear now includes a sedum roof, which is positive.

I note that the bird wall, indicated on the Ecological Enhancement Plan consists of 3 Hedera colchica (Persian ivy), as shown on the Landscape Plan.  I assume it’s called a ‘bird wall’ as birds eat the black fruit (the flowers are good for bees too).
I note that it is confirmed that one of the hedgehog gaps will be in the relocated wall, with an illustration to show that, as requested.

Conclusion
Whilst the submitted AMS is not acceptable as a final AMS, it is sufficient to demonstrate that the proposals are / can be acceptable in relation to trees.  If there are to be no further revisions prior to a decision, then condition L7 is required to secure an AMS.  The landscaping proposed is acceptable, however not all details, as required by condition L2, have been provided thus far.  Condition L2 is therefore appropriate.

We need to ensure that details of the wall specification are provided – there is a cross over between conditions L2 & L7 in this respect and later submissions should ensure consistency.  However, I think the detail is best placed in the AMS and consider the standard wording should be amended to specifically include this, as follows:

L7
ARBORICULTURAL METHOD STATEMENT (TO BE SUBMITTED)

No development shall commence on site (including demolition or preparatory works) until an Arboricultural Method Statement and Tree Protection Plan in accordance with the relevant recommendations of appropriate British Standards or other recognised Codes of Good Practice for all existing trees that are not shown as being removed on the approved drawings, both within and adjacent to the site, has been submitted to and been approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  The Arboricultural Method Statement shall include the exact specifications and construction method for the western boundary wall where within Root Protection Areas.  The development shall not be carried out other than in accordance with the approved Arboricultural Method Statement and Tree Protection Plan. 

Reason: In order to ensure that appropriate protection is given to trees of amenity value within and adjacent to the site in accordance with Policy EN14 of the Reading Borough Local Plan 2019.
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