
Planning

Memo

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

CC:
 

Date:
19 November 2025
Re:
Consultation on an Application
Planning Application Ref: PL/25/1447

Application Type: Outline planning permission: Some matters reserved

Address: 19 PARKSIDE ROAD, READING, RG30 2BT

Proposal: The erection of four residential dwellings (phased) with associated hard and soft landscaping and parking with the construction of a new access from Parkside Road and Kearsley Road following demolition of outbuildings (outline application considering access all other matters reserved (appearance, landscaping, layout, scale))”
The site was subject to a previous pre-application (24/0468) for ‘Outline Planning Application for the demolition of an existing garage and outbuildings and erection of up to 9 no. dwellings, with access from Parkside Road and Kearsley Road’.  This was not deemed acceptable in tree terms as the overdevelopment resulted in an unacceptable impact on trees and an unsustainable relationship with some retained trees.
Following the initial response provided in May, revised plans were submitted in April this year showing 6 dwellings.  The negative response was similar. The Proposed plan for 6 dwellings showed:

[image: image1.png]= Mew

Alltools  Edit

,9 5°C
£

“= Mostly cloudy

Y% Revised Proposed Site ...

Convert

E-Sign

X

Follow up pre-application resp...

L

Q Search

+ Create

\ 2%
30 |t

®

0 X
s @ B ®

E - 2
% E
°

Sign in -

i
'y

»
o>

®

2

o K3
2

-
K
&

ENE\Y
AR\
- X
e
_A
_34% 1
\ ~
B 2
- v

o stmpson

]
B Q

2

Proposea Deveopment Layout
22.19-020 Q

E e —

13:33

&
A e QOB s




The ‘IIlustrative Development Layout’ now proposed is on drawing 22.19-021 C:
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However, I note that this application is for ‘access only’ and hence will not confirm the layout, which could be subject to change at the reserved matters stage.  Where impact on trees needs to be considered, it is normally relevant to also include layout to confirm acceptable impact.  I note that 8.2 of the DAS states:
‘The accompanying Illustrative Development Layout demonstrates how 4 No. detached houses could be accommodated on the application site, however, the final size and design of the houses is yet to be determined and will be the subject of a Reserved Matters Application’.
The application being for ‘access only’ also means that landscaping is not considered, which is important to demonstrate mitigation for tree loss and to meet with EN12 & EN14 requirements. 8.4 of the DAS confirms:

‘Further details regarding layout, scale, appearance, and landscaping will be provided at the Reserved Matters stage, in accordance with local planning policy and guidance, should Outline Planning Permission be granted for these proposals’.
In relation to trees, there is unfortunately no Arboricultural Impact Assessment provided, as would be expected, hence I’ve had to extract details in the Arboricultural Report Ref: 06260 / 2024 0.2 dated September 2025 alongisde the associated Tree Contraints Plan and Arboricultural Site Plan (Tree Removal).  From the tree removal plan’s list it can be seen that 39 trees are to be removed, of varying quality (it is assumed that the rest will be retained).  From the descriptions of most of the trees, their loss would be acceptable subject to mitigation.  I note that the removals include 5 B category trees: 2 young Beech (T036 & T038), a mature Himalyan birch (T065), a young Douglas fir (T070) and a young London Plane (T085).  The two Beech are to be removed to allow for Plot 1, the Birch doesn’t need to be removed, the D. Fir doesn’t need to be removed and is not actually coloured red to indicate removal on the plan, and the London Plane requires removal to allow for the Parkside Road access.
Clarity on the reasons for removal of the Himalyan birch (T065) and Douglas fir (T070) is required given the absence of an AIA.

Whilst 4 houses may feasibly be accomodated and be acceptable in tree terms, albeit the tree impact appears not vastly different to the 6 plot layout, the normal tree assessment through submission of an AIA has not be provided which would clarity tree removal, provide principles of works within RPAs (mainly new acess routes in this case), deal with services and assess impact of retained trees on furture houses and gardens.  

In addition, the outline nature of the application means that the size and footprint of the dwellings is not fixed – where trees are a significant constraint it is appropriate for this to form part of the formal considerations.

I note the intention to construct the development in two phases, as shown on Phasing Plan 22.19-030.  The AIA should include reference to this.
In relation to landscaping, new tree planting is indicated on the Illustrative Development Layout and appears to include 17 news trees (so a net loss of 22 trees).  No other landscaping is indicated and I note the Ecology Report includes no on-site habitat enhancement.  Without further details of indicative landscaping, the development fails to demonstrate compliance with EN12 & EN14 or the adopted Tree Strategy.  There is, of course, a link between the landscape provision and layout, the latter (as above) also not being considered under the application.
In relation to SUDS, the Proposed Drainage Strategy is shown on drawing 7188/402 B:
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I have compared this with the Tree Removal plan (below):
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From this comparison, it can be seen that the location of the two soakaways has not considered retained trees and are proposed in RPAs, which is not acceptable.  The one in the garden of Plot 4 may require a tree to be removed to allow it (T031).

In conclusion, whilst development of 4 house may ultimately be supported in tree & landscape terms, the lack of inclusion of layout and landscaping in this outline application results in a failure to be able to properly assess both matters and demonstrate policy compliance (EN12 & EN14) and consideration of the adopted Tree Strategy.

If the application was amended to include layout and landscaping and an AIA and landscaping principles plan provided (to demonstrate policy compliance), the application 
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