
Planning

Memo

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

CC:
 

Date:
20 July 2026
Re:
Consultation on an Application
Planning Application Ref: PL/26/0751

Application Type: Full planning permission

Address: UNIVERSITY OF READING, WHITEKNIGHTS ROAD, EARLEY, RG6 6AX

Proposal: Removal and replacement of existing boundary fencing and gates.
This application follows a pre-application in 2023 (ref PL/23/0370); my comments for which accepted a general approach in tree terms given the length of the boundary. However, this current application raises concerns, not appreciated at pre-app.

Fencing is proposed to be replaced in all the ‘red’ locations shown on the location plan extending from the main entrance in Pepper Lane, along Shinfield Road, Elmhurst Road and Upper Redlands Road:
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It is proposed to replace the existing fencing / boundary treatment (which varies) with this:
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The Planning Statement describes the boundaries in question as:

‘These boundary sections are typically characterised by a combination of existing chain-link mesh fencing and close-board timber fencing, set alongside mature trees, hedgerows and grass verges’.
And that:

In places, the fencing runs close to mature trees and established planting
The DAS describes the boundaries in 2.3 as:
‘While these areas vary in internal character and land use, the campus perimeter is experienced as a combination of visually open parkland edge and more enclosed, vegetated boundary, depending on location. In LCA A (University Gateway and Sports Park) the boundary along Shinfield Road is generally visually open, with metal railings allowing views into the campus across open lawns and playing pitches used for recreation and sport; mature boundary trees and groups reinforce the overarching “University in a Park” character without preventing views. In LCA B the northern campus edge is typically more strongly defined by belts of trees and hedgerows, with views filtered to and from adjacent residential streets. In LCA E the boundary forms part of the Pepper Lane gateway and the southern learning area, where planted belts, trees and verges combine with defined gateways to create a legible but often more visually contained edge’. 

Designated Green Links & Areas of Identified Biodiversity Interest (both EN12) incorporate these perimeters:
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Policy ER2 WHITEKNIGHTS CAMPUS, UNIVERSITY OF READING includes:

· Areas of wildlife significance and current or potential green links will be retained or enhanced, and not detrimentally affected by development, including through light effects;
The Planning Statement responds to this by stating:

‘No areas of wildlife significance, including the Whiteknights Local Wildlife Site, or green infrastructure networks will be negatively impacted by the proposal. The works do not involve the removal of established vegetation beyond that immediately associated with the existing fence line. The proposals will respond sensitively to existing trees and landscape features, ensuring continued ecological connectivity and the retention of existing green infrastructure networks’.
3.20 of the DAS states:
‘The replacement fencing has been carefully designed to respond to existing vegetation and site-specific constraints. Detailed design and alignment have been informed by landscape and arboricultural considerations to minimise visual and physical impacts on retained trees and planting, ensuring compatibility with the surrounding green infrastructure’ 
I would suggest that the above limited impact is not demonstrated in submissions.

In relation to the impact on trees and to address the requirements of Policy EN14, an Arboricultural Impact Assessment (‘AIA’) and Arboricultural Method Statement (‘AMS’) by Challice Consulting Ltd has been provided.
As per the Planning Statement, the Arb and Ecological reports indicate the development is acceptable due to only minor vegetation being removed and a narrow strip being provided for the new fencing by cutting back vegetation.

DAS 3.24:
The proposed fence alignment and construction methodology have been designed to minimise impacts on retained trees and root protection areas. Where trees are located on the boundary, a ‘step back’ fence detail will be installed to form a secure enclosure to the rear of the fence. A typical detail for this is included in submitted Drawing 30303-NPA-WK-ZZ-DR-L-7100 (Typical Fence and Gate Details). 
[image: image4.png])
)
)
)

alalalalala

Locaton ofpoin ofegrss for
it or e butzest rocts
Lo messired on stk The
fnalpostion of the egress
within th fence pane s 1o be
manfciured 1o 2t e
locasonsl it requirements.

2500

|

75mn

(mean)
=
L




3.26 of the DAS states that:
‘A 10% net gain in biodiversity will be achieved by planting trees and a new species rich native hedgerow’. 

I would suggest that absolute clarity on the extent of vegetation removal is required before we can be sure the above will be achieved; EN12 requiring a net gain.
It is difficult to appreciate how the new fencing will be implemented, for example, along Elmhurst Road and Redland Road without needing to remove the hedgerows:
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With reference to the Arboricultural Impact Assessment & Arboricultural Method Statement ref AR5560 dated 28th April 2026:
The tree survey within this has taken a broad approach, detailing only 2 groups, each separated into portions mixed along the perimeters in question.  No individual trees have been plotted, regardless of size or proximity to the boundary. 
Whilst I can to some extent appreciate this general approach, there are instances where specific trees would have been worth noting, as mentioned below. I note the Baseline Habitat Plans have done this.
10.1 states that:

‘The proposed scheme provides for the retention and protection of all the trees surveyed with the exception of small trees less than 75mm in diameter that are required to be removed to allow for the removal of the existing fence and the placement of the new fence’.
From this, we do not know the quantity of small trees to be removed.
12.1 states that ‘There are no significant incursions into the RPAs of the retained trees within this scheme’, however there will be fence posts, with their substantial foundation (as seen on the first fencing extract above) – 600mm deep x 450mm wide - within RPAs in multiple places. Each such position risks root damage.
14.1 states:

‘In summary, the arboricultural impact of the proposed scheme is minor as the trees to be removed as a result of the proposed development are of low quality where tree removal will cause very little impact to the surrounding landscape’.
It is difficult to assess this from submissions and on top of ‘tree’ removals, will be likely hedgerow removal and / or significant cutting back.

18.2 states:

‘The subject trees may be protected by virtue of being within a Conservation Area or covered by a TPO. Submission of this AMS in connection with a planning application should be construed as a formal application to carry out those works specified in the Tree Survey Schedule with Recommended Tree Works at Appendix 1…’

Given the very limited extent of the perimeter within a Conservation Area (there are no TPOs), it would be appropriate to deal specifically with any required pruning of trees here over and above the general specification in Appendix 1 so that we understand what we’re being asked to agree.  Map extract below shows the limited extent of the CA, only incorporating 1 Shinfield Road:
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23.1 states that: ‘There is no requirement for any services within the RPAs of the surveyed trees’, however detail is provided in Appendix 4 on the installation of services within RPAs?

19.1 & 20.1 states that there is no requirement for tree protective fencing or ground protection, respectively.

25.2 states:

‘The storage of all materials required to complete the construction process will be located outside the RPAs of the surveyed trees and the line of the tree protective fencing’.
However, we don’t have RPAs and no tree protection is proposed (as per 19.1).

27.3 states that: ‘Daily inspection of the physical tree protection measures will be carried out by the on-site Arboricultural Liaison…’, however none is proposed?

There appears to be no reference within the document to the accommodation of large buttress roots by the ‘step back’ fencing, as mentioned in the DAS and on the fencing drawing, which would seem appropriate to include.  Nor is it clear how existing fencing / boundary treatment will be removed, other than the comments on root protection in 22.1.
I note Proposed Planting Schedule and Management Notes 30303 NPA WK ZZ SH L 5101, however, we don’t appear to have a clear vegetation removal plan to confirm what this is mitigation for, or an accompanying Planting Plan confirming what will be planted where?
In conclusion, whilst I appreciate the proposals and wish to support the University in this application, it is difficult to do so based on current submissions both in tree and landscape terms.
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