
Planning

Memo

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

CC:
 

Date:
11 March 2026
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))”
With reference to my memo of 19/11/26 and to:

BS:5837 ARBORICULTURAL REPORT; ARBORICULTURAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT & PRELIMINARY ARBORICULTURAL METHOD STATEMENT FEBRUARY 2026 Ref: 06831 / 2026 0.2
Tree Removal Plan 06831 2025 0.2

TPP (Preliminary) 06831 2026
Wbp covering letter of 5th February 2026

Drainage Technical Note Issue 05 dated 27/01/2026, incorporating Proposed Drainage Strategy drawing 7188/402 C

The ‘IIlustrative Development Layout’ proposed is on drawing 22.19-021 C:
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I previously expressed concern about the application being for ‘access only’ and related concern about final layout changing (in relation to trees), lack of demonstration of mitigation planting, i.e. demonstration that the development would comply with EN12 & EN14 and our adopted Tree Strategy.  An AIA and landscape principles were requested.

I note that the planning agent’s covering letter, in response to the above concern, states (with their emphasis):

‘The Natural Environment Officer makes a number of references to the lack of landscaping proposals, and suggests that the application be amended to include layout and landscaping. This application is submitted in outline, with the principle of developing the site for 4 houses and access only for consideration at this stage. Landscaping details will be provided at a future reserved matters stage’.

This statement simpy reiterates the nature of the application and what is sought, which was already understood.  It does not respond to the concerns.

As per my previous comments, 8.4 of the DAS states:

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’
This is a tight site in relation to trees, therefore it should be appreciated that there is little, to no, room for changing the layout from that currently shown (in relation to plots 1-3) and it still being largely acceptable in tree terms.  Therefore, if layout is not confirmed in this outline application, it is expected that the layout shown at the reserved matters stage will not change significantly, if at all, and if it does, it risks being unacceptable.
In relation to trees, the AIA confirms ‘the removal of 40 individual trees and one hedging group, of which over 92% are category ‘C’ or ‘U’ specimens with limited arboricultural and amenity value. Three category ‘B’ trees are proposed for removal; however, these are younger specimens with limited wider visual amenity value’.  As mentioned in the agent’s covering letter, the Tree Removal Plan confirms T065 & T070 (both B category) are now retained – their previous indicated removal was queried.
The AIA recognises the proximity of the trees along the western boundary to Plot 4 and that these will need to be periodically to maintain clearance.  It is worth noting that the trees have the potential to increase in size.  Ideally houses would be further away, or plot 4 omitted.  This would also allow for further tree retention to assist with canopy cover loss and ecology concerns (see below).

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 23 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.  I note that there are Ecology objections to the application also due to the lack of demonstrated mitigation and policy compliance.  The lack of inclusion of ‘landscaping’ in this outline consent is therefore an issue.
I note the agent’s covering letter states (under ‘ecology’) that ‘It is not possible at this stage to calculate the gain ahead of a detailed landscaping strategy being prepared’.  This statement demonstrates the need for landscape principles but in any case it is entirely reasonable to suggest, based on current submissions, that there will be a loss.
The limitations of this outline application make it difficult to fully assess both tree and landscape matters and demonstrate policy compliance (EN12 & EN14) and consideration of the adopted Tree Strategy.  Tree matters have been addressed, albeit I have concerns about the proximity of the trees to Plot 4 and future pressure to prune or fell these.  In terms of mitigation planting, if there is no change to the application description, it would still be appropriate to seek landscape principles, as previously requested, without which, concerns over policy compliance remains.
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