
Planning

Memo

To:
Huimin Chen, Planning
From:
Sarah Hanson, Natural Environment Officer, Planning 

CC:
 

Date:
6 October 2026
Re:
Consultation on an Application
Planning Application Ref: PL/26/1177

Application Type: Full planning permission

Address: THAMES VALLEY SERVICE STATION, GEORGE STREET, CAVERSHAM, READING, RG4 8DH

Proposal: Provision of Valeting Facility to include Three Jet Wash Bays, Two Service Bays and Associated Works
The site was the subject of an application in 2023 (ref PL/23/0603) which was withdrawn, partly due to tree / landscape objections that could not be overcome. The proposal resulted in significant tree loss with no mitigation, against policy EN14 and aims of the Tree Strategy, both of which expect retention of trees in higher priority areas such as this (within an AQMA) and a net gain in tree planting on any development site.

The current application aims to provide the desired changes with minimal impact on existing trees.  A comparison of the Existing and Proposed Layout plans is below:
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With reference to the TREE SURVEY / Arboricultural Impact Assessment, ref FROWS01 801222, dated 20/03/2026 from AllTree Consultancy and subsequent Proposed Arboricultural Works drawing SY26-446-ARB-PW from Squires Young Landscape Architecture (submitted due to changes following completion of arb report):

The AIA is helpful only insofar as the tree survey is concerned.  The AIA assesses a previous layout which it makes clear was not acceptable in tree terms.  The Proposed arb works drawing (PAWD) has been provided to address arb issues in relation to the now proposed layout, instead of provision of an amended AIA.

The drawing is somewhat unhelpful in that no trees are plotted, as would be expected.  However, I assume the tree plotting on the Proposed Layout Plan is accurate and taken from the tree survey drawings.

In relation to the previous layout assessed by the AIA, the main concern was the work to the rear of the site within the RPAs of T1-T31, including removing the wall and lowering levels.  I am unclear how the revised proposals address this as it is not covered by the PAWD.  In addtition, it appears there is a change in surfacing at the rear that would normally be addressed in more detail in an AIA.  
The application is likely to be acceptable (subject to a condition to secure submission of an Arb Method Statement) if we can confirm no level changes (other than minor works to change surfacing) within RPAs.
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