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DELEGATED PLANNING APPLICATION REPORT

Application At: 1 Wetherby Close, Emmer Green, Reading, RG4 8UD
Application No: PL/24/0512






Application type: Householder planning permission 

1.
SITE DESCRIPTION

Mid-twentieth Century house located on corner plot with estate landscaping lying between flank wall/fence and highway. Existing trees and mature hedging.
Site visit photos:
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2.
PROPOSAL AND SUPPORTING INFORMATION

Full planning permission is sought for a wall and railings to enclose an existing open landscaped area lying to the north of the dwelling adjacent to the Wetherby Close highway. Permission is also sought for an enlarged outbuilding extending to the rear of the existing.
Submitted details:

Drawing no: 240416-15-Existing Floor Plans & Section, dated Apr 24

Drawing no: 240416-16-Existing Elevations, dated Apr 24

Drawing no: 240416-20-Proposed Floor Plans & Section, dated Apr 24

Drawing no: 240416-21-Proposed Elevations, dated Apr 24

Drawing no: 240416-30-Proposed Site & Location Plan, dated Apr 24

Drawing no: 240416-31-Proposed Ste Plan, dated Apr 24

Received by the Local Planning Authority on 22nd April 2024

BS5837:2012 Tree Report (Cedarwood Tree Consultants) dated Aug 24

Received by the Local Planning Authority on 13th August 2024

3. RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY 

24/0511 Proposed two storey front and side extension – currently under consideration
4.
CONSULTATIONS

The following addresses were consulted by letter.

2 Wetherby Close
273 Peppard Rd
No letters of representation have been received.
RBC Natural Environment Officer 
· The summary states (page after title page): ‘There are a mature cherry tree to the front of the site, on an area of Public Open Space and an ash to the front lawn’.  However, the Ash is on the POS and Cherry on the front lawn (the previous version stated this too)

· 2.3 & 4.2 (describing the trees on site) don’t mention the Cherry and refer to T1 as an Ash (but T1 is the Cherry) and don’t mention T5 Ash.  I raised this before.

· 6.3 Mitigation works state: ‘The brick boundary wall is to be built on 450mm deep foundations constructed to minimise impact on nearby trees. The foundations shall be hand-dug and lined with membrane to ensure that any cement-base products used to not have contact with tree roots’.  If severing any roots found was deemed acceptable, which is questionable (see later comment on RPA), then some recommendation is required on how these will be cut and under what circumstances arb advice will be sought.

· Appendix III refers to T1 Cherry as being on public open space, however it is on the private lawn of the property

· In relation to the tree plans, I note the wobbly pink line is now re-labelled as the crown spread, however, this does not appear to be correct for T1 Cherry – as I previously pointed out, photos show the crown spread over the adjacent pavement.  All the trees (except T5) now have a white, solid circle over the top of the tree annotation so they can’t be seen clearly, including the trunk locations – this needs to be removed.  The key indicates now that the RPA is represented by the solid circle (grey, blue or green), however, I’m unclear on how this can be the case, e.g. the RPA of the T5 Ash is unlikely to be circular, to incorporate the adjacent road, hence clarity is required.  In relation to the Cherry’s RPA, as previously mentioned, the survey gives this as a 6.6m radius, yet the plan does not show it extending into the pavement despite the trunk being much closer to the pavement that this – comment is required as no adjusted RPA as an alternative (if this is justified) is provided.  

· The TPP now shows a line of Heras fencing between the Cherry and the proposed wall, presumably for working space, however no ground protection of the RPA is provided as an alternative in this working space, as would be expected.

· Appendix VII Landscape scheme – the proposed replacement tree is acceptable.  There is a typo – should be BS8545, not BS5845.  The watering spec has been amended to state: ‘Water as required, applying 10 litres per application, one application per week maximum for the first two years’ – this is not acceptable and I repeat what I said before: Watering should be weekly during the first two growing seasons (approx. April-Oct) of 25 litres per application.

Equality Act 2010:

In determining this application the Council is required to have regard to its obligations under the Equality Act 2010. However, there is no indication or evidence (including from consultation on the application) that the protected groups identified by the Act have or will have different needs, experiences, issues and priorities in relation to this particular planning application. Therefore in terms of the key equalities protected characteristics it is considered there would be no significant adverse impacts as a result of the development.

5. LEGAL AND PLANNING POLICY CONTEXT

Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires that proposals be determined in accordance with the development plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise.  Material considerations include relevant policies in the National Planning Policy framework (NPPF) - among them the 'presumption in favour of sustainable development'. The following local and national planning policy and guidance is relevant to this application:

National Policy

National Planning Policy Framework 2023

National Planning Practice Guidance 2014 onwards 

Reading Borough Local Plan (2019)

CC7 (Design and the Public Realm)

CC8 (Safeguarding Amenity) 

H9 (House Extensions and Ancillary Accommodation)

EN14 (Trees Hedges and Woodland)
SPG/SPD

A Design Guide to House Extensions SPD 2021
Tree Strategy 2021
APPRAISAL 

Character and Appearance
The proposed wall and railings would enclose an open landscaped area at the street corner. Although apparently within the ownership of the applicant, the unenclosed land appears to fall outside the domestic curtilage of the existing dwelling. The change of use of this land and its enclosure would subsume the land to within the domestic curtilage and would result in the loss of the existing open, landscaped, space which currently contributes positively to the open spacious character of the street. The insertion of the wall would appear as a stark and obtrusive change. The enclosure of the space would result in harm to the streetscene, contrary to Policies H9 and CC7.
The proposed outbuilding is an enlargement of the existing, would be single storey and flat roofed. It would remain set back from the street and would not appear unduly obtrusive.
Trees

The proposed wall, and works to construct it, would affect the root system of the existing Cherry tree which currently contributes positively to the visual amenity of the street and complements the open landscaped character. The uncertainty over the impact of the proposals on the future health of this tree is of concern, contrary to Policy EN14 and CC7 of the Reading Borough Local Plan 2019.
Residential Amenity

There are no apparent impacts from the wall on the residential amenity of neighbouring dwellings. Similarly, the outbuilding would not be overbearing or result in loss of light or privacy to neighbours.
Conclusion
The proposed outbuilding is acceptable in Planning terms however the proposed wall would enclose the existing landscaped area and result in harm to the character and appearance of the area. 
RECOMMENDATION

Refuse Planning Permission for the following reasons:

1. The proposed wall by reason of its siting, height and appearance would enclose, and introduce a visually stark feature within, an area of open landscaped space which currently contributes positively to the open, spacious, landscaped character of the area, with consequent harm to that character. As such the proposal is contrary to Policies H9 and CC7 of the Reading Borough Local Plan 2019.

2. The application fails to demonstrate that the proposal would not result in harm to a tree of amenity value due to proposed walls and associated foundations in close proximity to that tree. The proposal is therefore contrary to Policies EN14 and CC7 of the Reading Borough Local Plan 2019 and the aims of the Reading Borough Tree Strategy (2021).
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