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Memo

To:
Catrin Davies, Planning
From:
Sarah Hanson, Natural Environment Officer, Planning 

CC:
 

Date:
20 November 2025
Re:
Consultation on an Application
Planning Application Ref: PL/25/1471

Application Type: Full planning permission

Address: Land Adjacent 1 New Road, Reading, RG1 5JD

Proposal: Self build development for one detached dwelling with associated hard and soft landscaping, new gates, parking and bin and cycle store.
The site sits within a verdant Conservation Area – one of the priority areas, with reference to our Tree Strategy, for tree retention and planting.  There are two TPO Cedar trees next door at No. 1, one of which overhangs the site.
An Arboricultural Report, ref 2023052 v1.0, has been submitted, dated 8th August 2023, from Harper Tree Consulting. The age of the survey is not acceptable, being more than 2 years old. It should have been updated and the trees re-inspected.
1.6 refers to document 1140 New Road Planning Rev.A, however, all the drawings start to 1140 hence I don’t know what the author was supplied with.

2.3 states that RPAs have not been offset but does not explain why – it would seem relevant for T5 Lime on the frontage (T12 in the DAS / architect drawings) as this currently includes the road, which is an unlikely rooting environment.  In line with recommendations in BS5837, the RPA should have been shown as a polygon with the same area but providing a more likely rooting area.  If this is done, the RPA will extent further into the site that currently shown.
Two C category trees are to be removed to allow for the development – one Birch and one Apple.  The loss is acceptable subject to mitigation planting.

4.3 (arb monitoring) does not include installation of the foundations as would be expected.

4.10 advises that a cantilevered foundation will be used at the front, within the RPA of the Lime (T5 of the report), which may be acceptable in principle, however further drawing are required, including section drawings to demonstrate this before its acceptability is agreed.  The elevations provided don’t assist with this.  However, if the RPA is redrawn to shown the likely rooting area, RPA incursion will be greater and foundations will need further consideration.
Ordinarily the proximity of the Lime to the front of the property would be a concern in terms of future pressure to prune, however the tree has been pollarded in the past, hence re-pollarding would be appropriate, hence reducing that pressure, alongside removal of basal and epicormic growth.

The Tree Constraints Plan appears to show a different footprint to that currently proposed, which is not acceptable.

In terms of landscaping, this is very indicatively shown at the frontage and includes a green sedum roof on the single storey rear elements.  However, further principles are required to demonstrate a net gain in tree number to show policy compliance.

I note that 4.4 of DAS states:

‘The existing brick wall around the perimeter of the site is retained and a timber fence added to the front of the property is added where brick wall is capped at approximately 1.3m in height. An additional 1.6m brick wall at the rear of the site is added to separate and contain the plot’
This doesn’t seem to make sense given that the rear boundary appears (from drawings) to be a brick wall already.  It also appears to be suggesting a fence is put behind the 1.3m brick wall on the frontage, which wouldn’t seem appropriate?
I note that no SUDs / drainage drawing is provided – it will be important to ensure any soakaways are outside RPAs.

With reference to the Construction Management Statement, dated 18th September 2023, there is no mention of trees and tree protection, which is not acceptable.

I note that 5.7 states:
‘All delivery vehicles traveling to the site will access and egress from the Redlands Road access into New Road only, given the modal filter and tight radii at the Upper Redlands Road access point’.
There is no Upper Redlands Road access point – I suspect (given the age of the document) that this relates to a previous scheme.  
Whilst this is for my colleagues in Transport DM to comment, the extent of parking restriction proposed, being from Redland Road to the site, seems inadequate given the proposed reversing out of the site into New Road (as shown on the swept path analysis) and the narrow route between parked cars to the east of the site.
Conclusion

The supporting Arb report is too old and relates to a previous footprint and as such is not acceptable.  Further consideration of the RPA of T5/T12 Lime is required hence the foundations.  Further landscape principles are required to demonstrate a net gain in accordance with EN12 & EN14.  Currently, the application is not supported.
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