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Memo

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

CC:
 

Date:
22 April 2026 20 May 2026
Re:
Consultation on an Application (revisions)
Planning Application Ref: PL/25/1721

Application Type: Approval of details reserved by a condition

Address: 362, Oxford Road, Reading, RG30 1AQ

Proposal: Application for Approval of Details Reserved by Conditions 3, 4, 5, 6, 7 and 8 of application PL/22/0776 Allowed by Appeal Ref: APP/E0345/W/22/3310834
Further to my memo of 1 & 22 April and subsequent revisions received, latest comments in green alongside previous comments for ease of reference:
Condition 3 (Landscaping etc)
a) I previously queried the limited hedgehog gaps (only two, going into the same garden) – have Ecology accepted these as being sufficient? Gaps proposed, and limitations to more, as shown on Natural Environment plan Rev P06 noted.
b) Details of lighting types are provided (by Apollo lighting, Pharola x 2, Kenwood & Denver - 5 documents submitted).  The location of lighting is shown on ‘Bat Lighting’ drawing dated 04/2026 which illustrates the need to provide cables to these locations (see comments under part f below).  This drawing incorrectly indicates an ‘existing tree’ on site, which has been removed and is to be replaced – however amendment is not vital as there will be a tree in this location. 
With reference to Bat Lighting’ v2 drawing dated 04/2026, I note the addition of cable for the lighting r/o parking spaces.  This drawing still refers to ‘planters’ which are now omitted and does not show the hedge on the rear boundary.

LANDSCAPING DETAILS document (37 pages, no ref) – I’ll leave you to comment on hard landscape elements.
c) Soft landscapingCONDITION 3 – LANDSCAPING DETAILS document (37 pages, no ref) – this has not been updated in relation to tree species proposed.  Revised version (still no ref or date, so received date will need to be used) is fine.
With reference to Natural Environment Plan 6906 160 P5 P6:
For some reason, this has the proposed tree back as being a Silver birch, despite Rev P5 showing the now proposed Hornbeam hence this needs to be amended to the correct tree species.
I previously queried the apparent lack of space for the hedge on the rear boundary but no response has been provided. I note this is indicated on the revised plan, but it is such a narrow strip, I am concerned about the feasibility of planting given the shrubs proposed can get up to 1m in width – no depth of bed is provided hence clarity is required.  I wonder whether vertical planting of a climber up the fence might be more feasible – just something the applicant could consider. 
With regards to raised planters, I previously expressed concern over their use, which appeared to be adjacent to the building – no explanation for their use here has been provided. I note that the hedges r/o parking spaces are also proposed in raised planters; the reason given as ‘due to below ground services constraints’.  Currently the Below Ground Services Plan demonstrates no conflict (see comments under part f), however I suspect that for the east boundary at least there will need to be a cable route for the proposed lighting, as shown on the ‘Bat Lighting drawing’.  However, this then means that the lighting bollards are in raised planters, which would be odd.  If not, then are raised planters proposed adjacent to the bollard lights? Why would these be needed just due to a cable route – the two are often provided in the same zone. Clarity is required. 
I note reference to raised planters is omitted from the plan, but it’s still included in the key under ‘B.Shrubs Planting Note 3’

The tree species has been changed and is acceptable. See comment above.
TREE SPECIFICATION & TREE PIT DETAIL document – this includes confirmation of tree species (now amended as requested), tree pit specification, stakes/ties, maintenance & replacement (if it dies within 5 years) – this document is acceptable.

I note ‘Green Roof Clarification – Condition 3(a)’ document (single page) which confirms inclusion of Sedum Green Roof (with PV integration) & Wildflower Biodiverse Green Roof. Natural Environment Plan (Revision P5) Agent’s email refers to revised Roof drawings but I can’t find these – Natural Environment plan still specifies ‘green roof’ with no clarity on which type of roof will be where.
d) Green walls - GREEN WALL PLANTING SPECIFICATION (2 pages) & details on Natural Environment Plan 6906 160 P5 – details are acceptable.

e) LANDSCAPE MANAGEMENT PLAN (5-YEAR) (3 pages) – basic but acceptable alongside CONDITION 3 – LANDSCAPING DETAILS document (37 pages, no ref) – once this is amended (see above)
f) services – I note Below Ground Services drawing dated 02/2026 – the service routes shown are fine in relation to landscaping.  Further routes are also shown on the Proposed SuDS scheme layout (surface water drainage).  I question whether the Services drawing shows the full extent of power cables are this does not extend outside provision for the building itself, implying no lighting in the car park.  Both drawings are included within the CONDITION 3(f) RESPONSE DOCUMENT: Infrastructure & Sustainable Drainage Compliance Report. Additional cabling added to ‘Bat lighting’ drawing.
Condition 4 (Habitat enhancement)

I note BAT & BIRD INTEGRATION SPECIFICATION (revised, 24 pages) and the Biodiversity Gain Statement and I will leave GS Ecology to confirm if submissions are acceptable.

Acceptance of Condition 6 & 8 was given in my memo of 1/4/26.
In conclusion, some points of clarity are outstanding (parts c & f), as detailed above, satisfactory responses for which are required before discharge of Condition 3 is supported.
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