
Planning

Memo

To:
Matthew Burns, Planning
From:
Sarah Hanson, Natural Environment Officer, Planning 

CC:
 

Date:
21 October 2025
Re:
Consultation on an Application
Planning Application Ref: PL/25/1191

Application Type: Full planning permission

Address: Land at Meadow Road, Reading

Proposal: Full planning application for the demolition of existing and construction of employment units for flexible uses within E(g)(ii) and (iii), B2 and/or B8 of the Use Classes Order (including ancillary office provision) with associated enabling works, access from Meadow Road and Milford Road, parking and landscaping
The site is currently devoid of any landscaping hence the development offers the opportunity to provide landscaping, including tree planting, to improve this hard site.

The Proposed Site Plan PL010 indicates the soft landscaping provision:
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Detailed landscape proposals are given on Soft Works Landscape GA Sheet 1 of 2 PL030 and Soft Works Landscape GA Sheet 2 of 2 PL031.

With reference to Sheet 1 of 2, this includes the west (Milford Road) boundary and part of the southern (Meadow Road) boundary.  It is unclear why the 3 trees on the Milford Road frontage are narrow form trees, i.e. they don’t utilise the ‘canopy space’ available and provide greater canopy cover for the greater benefits this provides.  It would appear that adequate root volume provision could be provided for wider canopy trees, even if this involves the use of root cells under adjacent surfacing to ensure this.  Given policy and Tree Strategy aims to use large canopy trees where feasible and to maximise canopy cover, these species should be reconsidered.
Sheet 2 of 2 includes the remainder of the southern (Meadow Road) boundary, eastern and northern (east corner) boundary.  The same comments as above applies to those fastigiate form trees currently proposed at the front of the units in the parking areas – wider canopy trees should be considered.

Overall, 51 trees are proposed.  As you are aware, and in view of Objective 2 of the Tree Strategy, we seek landscape schemes to demonstrate diversity by following the 30:20:10 rule, i.e. no more than 30% from any one family, no more than 20% from any one genus and no more than 10% of any one species.  Looking at the proposed trees within the Planting schedule, the mix does not meet these aims; specifically, there is 47% from the Family to which Betula, Carpinus and Corylus belong.  There is 37% of the Carpinus genus and 37% of the species Carpinus betulus.  Also, 16% and 18% respectively of the species Acer campestre Streetwise and Quercus robur Koster.  Reconsideration is required.
Some trees are located within small landscape beds / strips and no evidence of appropriate soil volume provision has been provided – this is required and links to the SUDs strategy (see comments below) and should also be coordinated with proposed and existing service routes.
The remainder of the soft landscaping (non-tree planting) appears acceptable, and I note GS ecology have not raised any concerns.  It is, however, disappointing that no green roof elements are included given the vast expanse of roof available and whose design would appear to allow this.  Whilst I expect the applicant will advise that BNG is met without green roofs, these have other benefits too, e.g. thermal regulation and water runoff reduction, hence link to other policies.

I note GS Ecology have recommended a biodiversity enhancement condition separate to a landscaping condition.

In relation to the drainage / SUDs strategy, this is shown on Proposed Drainage Plan 13716-101 within the ‘Flood Risk Assessment & Drainage Strategy Report’ Rev 1.0 dated June 25, this does not appear to link up to the planting areas or tree pits, i.e. be landscape led, as per the default required by Policy EN18.  Reconsideration is therefore required.

I note that there may be a conflict between the proposed cellular storage and proposed trees at the front of Units 5 & 6.  However, I note the storage is stated to be a depth of 0.914m – if this is the depth of the top of the storage underground and this therefore allows 0.9m depth for tree planting and tree planting above the storage is deemed acceptable, then this would be fine – confirmation is required.

Without clear details on tree pit design and soil volume provision, the service routes and storage shown create concerns in relation to successful tree planting in places and these are not all the services necessary.  As above, coordination between proposed landscaping and all services is required and demonstration of mutual inclusivity is required to provide comfort that the level of tree planting currently show is actually feasible.

As indicated above, green or blue-green roofs could form part of a SUDs strategy here.  To respond to the potential concern from the applicant, given the PV panel provision, these are mutually inclusive with green or biodiverse roofs.
In conclusion, the submissions fail to demonstrate the acceptability and feasibility of the landscaping indicated in this Air Quality Management Area, that being a higher priority area for tree planting, hence the proposed development is contrary to Local Plan Policy EN14 and Reading Borough Council adopted Tree Strategy 2021.
As an aside, I note the comments from Thames Water in terms of minimum pressure and flow rate. The applicant might wish to refer to this Water Efficiency guide, promoted by TW: Water-Guide-GHA-July-2025_FINAL.pdf
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