
Planning

Memo

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

CC:
 

Date:
24 June 2026
Re:
Consultation on an Application (revisions)
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)”.
Further to my memo of 12/5/26 and subsequent revisions:
SITE BLOCK PLAN AS PROPOSED Rev P10 still does not indicatively show proposed landscaping.  I note the addition of the box referring to landscape drawings, however this Block Plan is not consistent in terms of hard & soft landscaping with the landscape drawing, specifically in relation to the land r/o the EV spaces hence should be amended:
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I note the proposed totem sign on the Oxford Road side – this is also indicated on Landscape plans between proposed trees.

I have noted a change to the proposals somewhere along the way that presents a negative change in relation to trees and which is not dealt with in the AMS, given the TPP shows a different layout, specifically in relation to the path from Oxford Road and path/steps at the rear to the industrial estate.  The path to Oxford Road was originally outside the RPA of T9.  Steps are not shown on the TPP or mentioned in the AMS and are proposed within the RPA of T1. Comparison below of approved TPP Rev B (also submitted under this current application) and Landscape Masterplan Rev H:
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At the very least a revised AMS needs to be secured via condition but it would be appropriate prior to a decision to demontrate how the steps can be achieved without excavation into the RPA.  I also previsouly provided comments relating to trees, which do not appear to have been addressed, as follows:
‘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’.
With reference to Hard Landscape Details Rev G, the key includes ‘Proposed Tree Protection System’ (cellular confinement system), however, this is not shown on the plan anyway as expected – please refer to my previous memo when I discussed this.
Cellular Tree Protection System Rev C – this still shows the CCS at 100mm.  I previously commented on this, as below.  It does not appear that clarity has been received:
‘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’. 

With reference to Detailed Planting Plan Rev H:

The number of trees shown on the plan (39) is now consistent with the number in the schedule and a greater diversity of species is now proposed so is acceptable.  
I note GS Ecology’s query regarding space for Liquidambar r/o of the EV parkng spaces.  There would appear to be space – they will overhang the spaces in due course – but I question the soil volume provision for the western tree given the retaining wall and seek confirmation of the soil volume available here to demonstrate that it’s sufficient for this species.
I also note, as GS Ecolgy have said, the missing shrubs from the key.
In relation to the native hedge planting r/o the EV spaces, this is much wider than other hedge planting shown but has no other specification compared to the standard ‘5 per linear metre’ and ‘double staggered row’.  It is assumed that there will be more than one double staggered row here – clarity is requested.

With reference to Topsoil Details drawing QD784-402 D, I ntote the topsoil depth for trees has been changed from 750mm to 900mm and the plan’s notes include: ‘Topsoil drawing to be read in conjunction with BS3882:2015 Topsoil’.  This BS does not recommend 900mm of topsoil for trees but a mix of topsoil and subsoil.  Appropriate amendment is required.

I alos note GS Ecology’s comment on this re the topsoil for wildflower planting.

I note Cross Section Location Plan Rev C, which sits alongside Landscape Cross Sections Rev B – these do not include the steps adjacent to T1 (see comments above) hence it’s difficult to appreciate what is happening here and clarity is required.  I also previously stated the following, which does not appear to have been addressed:
‘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’
In relation to Wildlife Enhancement Plan Rev C (Ecological enhancements?) – I note that GS Ecology (email of 5/6/26) are content, aside from one error that needs to be resolved.
In conclusion, there are some inconsistencies, amendments and some clarity required as detailed above and in my previous memo.
No dig path Vs steps in RPA of T1





Path outside RPA Vs inside RPA of T9
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