
Planning

Memo

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

CC:
 

Date:
7 May 2026 6 August 2026
Re:
Consultation on an Application
Planning Application Ref: PL/26/0364/FUL & PL/26/0366/LBC

Address: Yeomanry House, 131 Castle Hill, Reading

Proposal: The conversion of the former Council offices of the Registry and Bereavement Service to 8 residential dwellings (5 apartments and 3 houses), associated tree works, internal and external alterations, repair works, removal of existing external staircase and extension to the eastern side of the Grade II Listed Property.
Further to my memo of 7 May 2026 and subsequent submissions, please find updates in green:
The property is located within a Conservation Area, within an AQMA, is on a ‘treed corridor’ and contains a number of trees protected by TPO 5/17:
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Tree retention, protection and planting is therefore a high priority here in view of the Objectives of the Council’s adopted Tree Strategy and to meet policy requirements.

The importance of Yeomanry house (building of townscape merit) and the ‘historical open space’ on its frontage, with its trees, is recognised within the relevant Conservation Area Appraisal.
The proposals were subject to pre-application last year (ref PL/25/1077) and were generally supported subject to submission of appropriate tree and landscape information with any future application.
The extracts below show the existing (first) against the proposed block plan which indicate 1) the limited extent of the site as shown by the red line and 2) the changes – to parking on the frontage, creation of landscaping in front of the building, and creation of gardens to the rear
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Proposed Block Plan Rev D indicates the red line has changed, which appears to relate to a small section of land r/o 133 Castle Hill:

[image: image4.png]


 Rev D
With reference to the BS5837:2012 TREE SURVEY ANDARBORICULTURAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT ref GHA/DS/1600403:26 dated 4th March 2026, associated Tree Constraints Plan dated February 2026 and Arboricultural Assessment Plan dated March 2026 Rev A:
The report confirms the need to remove T11 (Holly), T12 (Cedar), and G15 (group of 4 Rowan) – total of 6 trees - these are C category trees and not specimens, so their removal is acceptable subject to mitigation.  The report unhelpfully includes no photos of the trees, however I can see these from the Heritage Statement, which includes useful photos:
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T13 (?), T12 & T11
I’m not sure why T13 is to be retained?

6.9 states: ‘The existing driveway and parking areas will be retained and there are no plans to upgrade or extend these areas as part of the proposed site works’.  However, it seems to me when comparing the existing and proposed block plans, and looking at the Proposed Landscape Plan and AIA plan, that the new parking spaces are proposed on the existing grass area – clarity is therefore required.
Other than the identified tree removals, no tree work is proposed, therefore I assume all trees (on and just off site) have adequate clearance above the access for construction vehicles and above the parking spaces.  The applicant might wish to check this for inclusion in an AMS.

The rest of the report is all standard information – I have no further comment other than to say submissions lack a preliminary Tree Protection Plan which should be a standard part of an AIA.
An AMS will need to be secured via condition.  Given the relative simplicity of this site in terms of trees, the applicant may wish to submit an AMS now to avoid a pre-commencement condition – it should be a fairly simple exercise.

With reference to BS5837:2012 ARBORICULTURAL METHOD STATEMENT dated 16th June 2026 ref GHA/MS/1600403:26, associated AIA plan Rev D and Tree Protection Plan Rev B:

I note the ‘Instructions’ (P.3) state the AMS is ‘for the approved development’ – it should of course state that it is to support proposals given nothing is approved yet.
I queried whether any crown lifting of trees over the access would be required - as none is included, I assume this has been assessed. Given the TPO status of T9 Yew and Conservation area status of T10 Holly, it would be a lot simpler to include any works required in the AMS to avoid having to submit a tree works application or notice later. The AMS does not cover the protection status of trees on site hence the need for approval which would be expected and is a normal part of an AMS.
I note from the plans that the proposed parking spaces on the grass area are outside plotted RPAs, although this is dubious as the RPA of T8 Chestnut has not been adjusted in accordance with 4.6.2 to take account of the likely rooting environment, i.e. to not include the access road – I would suggest this is reasonable. The method of car parking construction may have to be reviewed.  It is unfortunate that the important soft landscape area is being impinged on, so I assume these additional spaces are vital?

There is a proposed bin store it seems under and within the RPA of T9 Yew, opening out towards the trunk – the AMS does not cover this as expected.  The encouragement of pedestrian traffic across the RPA of the Yew is not positive as compaction will occur over time.  Does the bin store have to go where shown and be facing as shown?
The Landscape plan also shows a new ‘estate fence’ the installation of which will be within RPAs and is not covered by the AMS as would be expected. Extracts from landscape plan and TPP:
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The bin store acceptability, in relation to the Yew, needs to be demonstrated prior to a decision.
Landscaping is indicatively shown on Proposed Landscape Plan 90-00.  This is, however, indicative, and doesn’t clarify, through use of a key, that replacement trees are included – this is required prior to a decision to demonstrate adequate mitigation as required by EN14 and our Tree Strategy.

As indicated above, it appears that the new parking spaces are on the grass area and the Landscape plan indicates hedging behind these and outside the red line:
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Clarity on this matter is required and whether planting off-site has been agreed.

Proposed Landscape Plan Rev D has been provided but the only change is the that described above on the Block Plan.  The above query about planting outside the red line still applies and assume can be secured as it appears to be within the blue line shown on the Block plan.
I note that the plan does not show T10 Holly, which is not proposed to removal.

With reference to the Soft & Hard Landscaping Strategy Issue P01, Date MAY 2026, Ref 375/LAND/01, the principles are noted and generally sound.  However, I would not encourage inclusion of Silver birch 1) because establishment has proven challenging in recent years and 2) the last iteration of landscape plan for the adjacent records centre had 6 new Birch so it would be too many of the same genus in the same place.  This can be resolved at discharge stage – the document lacks much detail so would not be suitable as a compliance document anyway.
The inclusion of planting immediately to the front of the house is positive and I can see from the historic maps within the Heritage Statement that planting would have originally been in place here.

Whilst the development is generally supported and final details can be secured by conditions (likely L7/L7A and L2), there are a few matters that need to be resolved prior to a decision, as detailed above.

Conclusion, the AMS needs to be revised to include all elements mentioned above. Landscaping could be secured vis Condition L2.
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