
Planning

Memo

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

CC:
 

Date:
12 May 2026
Re:
Consultation on an Application
Planning Application Ref: PL/26/0335

Application Type: Removal/variation of conditions

Address: Unit 1, Scours Lane, Tilehurst, Reading, RG30 6AX

Proposal: Section 73 application to vary Condition 2 (Drawings) of planning application PL/24/0852 “Proposed development a Drive-Through restaurant (Use Class E (a,b) and Sui Generis Hot Food Take Away, Car Parking, enhanced landscaping and Access Arrangements. Variation of Conditions 9 and 10 (BREEAM) of application 220637” (to amend the layout, hard and soft landscaping and elevational details and include EV Charging units)”.
In relation to trees and landscaping, the drawings listed under PL/24/0852 remain unchanged from those listed under the appeal decision for 220637.  Plans include Landscape Masterplan (Drawing No GD784-300 Rev A), which I believe is this:
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And also Arboricultural Impact Assessment and Arboricultural Method Statement dated 5th August 2022 and Tree Survey Report revised January 2022.  The latter included the following Tree Protection Plan:

[image: image2.png]



A number of plans have been submitted with this application, including SITE BLOCK PLAN AS PROPOSED 2889-URB-ZZ-00-DR-A-208150 P06:
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Aside from not showing the retained trees wholly accurately (compared to the TPP), it is a concern that the ‘proposed’ plan indicates no new tree planting, or other landscaping.  Omission of new trees is not acceptable, hence all plans sought for approval should clearly indicate these. A revised plan should be sought.
I note the above (compared that approved) omits the landscape strip, including 5 trees on the north boundary behind the newly proposed EV car parking spaces.  This is not a positive change.
However, I note the proposed tree planting, as shown on Landscape Masterplan QD784-300 D which indicates tree planting at a level consistent with approved plans:
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The application form advises of that approval is sought for a number of plans:
[image: image5.png]Original drawing numbers to be replaced:

Original number - 2483-URB-ZZ-00-DR-A-208100-P00a - Site location plan

Original number — 2483-URB-ZZ-00-DR-A-208150-P00a - site block plan as proposed

Original number — 2483-URB-ZZ-00-DR-A-208151-P00a — ground floor plan as proposed Original number — 2483-URB-ZZ-RF-DR-A-208150-P00a
— roof plan as proposed

Original number — 2483-URB-ZZ-XX-DR-A-208350-P00a — sections as proposed

Original number - 2483-URB-ZZ-XX-DR-A-208250 Rev P00a Elevations as proposed

New drawing numbers:

2889-URB-ZZ-00-DR-A-208100-P00 - Site location plan and red line (extent of red line increased to include more of the site)
2889-URB-ZZ-00-DR-A-208150-P06 - site block plan as proposed (external layout altered including EV spaces, general parking area & Pod Layout)
2889-URB-ZZ-00-DR-A-208151-P05- ground floor plan as proposed (Pod and external layout altered)

2889-URB-ZZ-RF-DR-A-208150-P05- roof plan as proposed (Layout of roof different to suit different pod)

2889-URB-ZZ-XX-DR-A-208350-P03- sections as proposed (Layout and profile of roof amended to suit pod)

2889-URB-ZZ-XX-DR-A-208250-P03 Elevations

NEW EV Drawing: ZST-0000-03 - Scours Lane, Reading - EV Proposed Layout

NEW LANDSCAPE DRAWINGS

QD784-404-Rev B-Landscape Cross Sections; QD784-403-Rev B-Landscape Cross Sections Location Plan; QD784-402-Rev B-Topsoil details
QD784-401-Rev C-Hard landscape details; QD784-400-Rev C-Detailed planting plan; QD784-304-Rev B-Cellular Tree Protection System
QD784-303-Rev B-Ecological Enhancements; QD784-302-Rev D-Landscape General Arrangementl




As above, the Site Block Plan should be revised.

I can’t find a Proposed Landscape GA plan, only the Landscape Masterplan, which is fine (as above).

With reference to Detailed Planting Plan QD784-400 C, this includes the planting schedule and lists proposed trees as:

[image: image6.png]Tree Species Size Quantity
Acer psdedoplatanus 12-14RB 5
Betula pendula 10-120m RE 7
Carpinus betulus 12-14cm RB 3
Carpinus betulus Fastigata’ 14-160m RB 5
‘Quercus robur ‘Fastigata’ 4-160m RB 5
Tiia europea 12-14om RB 3
Tiia europea ‘Streetwise” 14-16cm RB ]





The inclusion of some large canopy trees (Acer pseudoplatanus, Carpinus betulus and Tilia europea) is positive, however, there are too many Limes (Tilia) included given this is the second most numerous genus (on Council land as least) in the borough.  Overall, the tree planting does not meet our diversity aims (ref Tree Strategy) whereby the aim should be no more than 30% from any one Family; no more than 20% from any one Genus and no more than 10% of any one species.  E.g. 30% are Tilia genus and 41% are from the Betulaceae Family.  Revised tree planting is required, if this is going to be agreed as part of this application, albeit  Condition 11 (landscaping etc) will still need to be discharged, hence detailed planting could be agreed at a later date, in which case this plan would not be approved in terms of its detail.
Incidentally, the schedule indicates 37 trees; whereas the plan shows 38 hence this needs to be resolved.

No topsoil plan was included in the plans approved under the appeal decision.  With reference to Topsoil Details drawing QD784-402 B:

This specifies provision of 150mm topsoil for wildflower areas – I assume GS Ecology will comment on whether this is appropriate in terms of the nature of soil that generally supports wildflowers
450mm of topsoil is specified for ‘hedge & general planting’ areas, which is fine.

In relation to trees, 750mm topsoil is specified ‘for trees within the site’ – I note that this is only referring to the tree pits themselves.  750mm topsoil depth is not consistent with the recommendations in BS3882:2015 Topsoil.
With reference to Landscape Cross Sections drawing QD784-404 B, and with reference to Cross Section Location plan QD784-403 B, its unclear what the changes are?  The cross section are acceptable in princples as they show the new surfaces above ground level, with use of cellular confinement systems, as before. However, neither the cross section drawing nor location plan specify what is used as fill to level the ground before laying the cellular system on flat ground – this is required (see further comments below).
I note the details on Hard Landscape Details drawing QD784-401 Rev C and that this includes reference to the required Cellular Confinement system within RPAs, but only on the key – these areas (extent of) is not evident on the plan hence this should be revised and it should be ensured that the areas are at least as shown on the approved TPP but will need to be ‘squared off’ areas, rather than the semi-circular areas shown on the TPP. I do note that these areas are better shown on Cellular Tree Protection System drawing QD784-304 B, however it appears to miss the Cellular area adjacent to T5 so that needs to be resolved. Comparison of the Cellular Tree Protection System drawing against the TPP is below, with the area omitted shown by my arrow:
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I note the dept of the Cellular system shown on the plan inset is 100mm.  This depth is normally for, e.g. residential driveways where weight of vehicles will be limited.  This would not apply here as I assume any vehicle could utilise the facilities.  The depth should be checked against techniccal specifications (and with the supplier if necessary) for this and the fill, as mentioned above.  It would be appropriate to refer to the Arboricultural Association’s Guidance Note 12 ‘THE USE OF CELLULAR CONFINEMENT  SYSTEMS NEAR TREES: A GUIDE TO GOOD PRACTICE’. 
Comparing approved Wildlife Enhancement plan Drawing QD784-304 below (first) with the proposed Wildlife Enhancement plan QD784-301 B (note different plan reference), it can be seen that the latter removes reference to adjacent land which the originally application proposed for planting as part of the green link – I assume this is as a result of the appeal decision:
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I can’t find cited ‘Ecological Enhancements drawing QD784-301 B’ but assume they mean the above plan?
Given the retained trees, some of which are subject to TPO 30/10, I would expect a brief statement on whether any changes would impact them, i.e. changes to structures within potential RPAs.  I am also concerned, given the lack of AMS condition (only compliance in Condition 2), that the tree survey is over 4 years old and it is entirely reasonable to suggest that tree condition could have changed over this time period.  As such, and given landscaping changes (which would be partly mitigation based), it would have been wholly appropriate for a new tree survey and AMS to have been provided as part of this application.

In conclusion, whilst the principles shown are supported, there are a number of issues that need to be resolved in order for the submitted plans to be suitable for approval, as detailed above, hence submissions are currently not supported.  I would also strongly recommend a revised tree survey – if the applicant does not wish to do this now and removal of trees shown to be retained is required at a later date, amendment to Condition 2 (given inclusion of the TPP) will be required again.  Also, any changes to tree retention should be identified prior to seeking to discharge Condition 11 (landscaping etc).
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