
Planning

Memo

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

CC:
 

Date:
27 May 2026
Re:
Consultation on an Application
Planning Application Ref: PL/26/0582

Application Type: Full planning permission

Address: 58 BATH ROAD, READING, RG30 2AY

Proposal: Demolition of existing dwelling and erection of 5 detached houses with private and communal amenity space, driveway, parking and refuse stores
The site was subject to an application last year (ref PL/25/0350) which was refused for 6 reasons.  The subsequent appeal (Ref: 6001950) was dismissed.  Paragraph 31 of the appeal decision concluded that: ‘I have identified significant adverse impacts related to neighbouring residential amenity, BNG and affordable housing provision, with reference to the development plan policies…’.
The Site Layout plan under consideration for the previous application was:
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The current layout as shown on Drawing No: 1493/P2/1– Planning proposals Site Layout Plan & Location Plan appears the same:
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I assume, therefore, that changes do not affect the footprint layout, which has previously been accepted in relation to trees.
BS5837:2012 TREE SURVEY AND ARBORICULTURAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT: 58 Bath Road, Reading, RG30 2AY Dated: 23rd March 2026, reference: GHA/DS/160227:26 has been provided, with associated Arboricultural Impact Assessment Plan Rev D and Tree Protection Plan Rev D.  I don’t know what the changes are to this compared to Rec, which I accepted last October (for the previous application).  An Arb Method Statement will be required to secure the principles in the AIA.
With reference to Planning Proposals Landscaping Plan No: 1493/P2/11, this is similar to that previous submitted for which I repeatedly stated the unacceptability of the proposals, my last comments in October 2025 stating:

In relation to landscaping, the Planting Proposals plan is not acceptable in terms of the very limited species proposed (only two different species) and that the 3 areas of twin planting in front of the dwellings is unlikely to be feasible – I have said this multiple time before.  Also, those within the thin strip directly adjacent to the boundary wall (alongside the access) is likely to be challenging.  As such, the level of tree planting is not confirmed but it is evident that both tree and non-tree planting can be provided hence (assuming the development is acceptable in BNG terms), the details can be secured via condition. 
You may wish to consider if you would like to seek amendments to the Proposed Site Plan such that it confirms where existing boundary treatment is retained and new boundary treatment proposed – the current site plan does not mention boundary treatment and the proposed Planting plan (not to be approved) does not use the words ‘existing retained’ or ‘new’ hence lacks clarity anyway.  I would suggest this is important as the existing walls have some local historic context and confirmation of their retention would be prudent.

In conclusion, I have no formal objections subject to conditions:

L2 (pre-commencement landscaping etc)

L3 (boundary treatment) – unless resolved by a revised plan (with ref to comments above)
L7 (pre-commencement AMS)
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