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Memo

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

CC:
 

Date:
13 February 2026
Re:
Consultation on an Application
Planning Application Ref: PL/26/0099

Application Type: Householder planning permission

Address: 41A WHITE HOUSE, 41 EASTERN AVENUE, READING, RG1 5RX

Proposal: Part single-storey and part two-storey rear extension, internal alterations, addition of new doors and windows, and the reinstatement of a garage.
Preliminaries
The listed property is situated within the South Park Conservation Area and is subject to TPO 92/06 which includes a large, mature Cedar in the rear garden, one Cypress in the front garden and a new, replacement Lime on the front boundary.  In addition, there is an Oak in the rear south-east corner of the rear garden
Local Plan Policy EN3: ENHANCEMENT OF CONSERVATION AREAS states:
‘The special interest, character and architecture of Conservation Areas will be conserved and enhanced. Development proposals within Conservation Areas must make a positive contribution to local character and distinctiveness. Positive consideration will be given to proposals which take opportunities to enhance the character of conservation areas. These may include:
… Protecting and encouraging the maintenance of green spaces and important trees,  particularly where they are intrinsic to the history and character of the area; 

…Improving or restoring green spaces, including front gardens, that are appropriate to the historic interest of a Conservation Area;

Where a Conservation Area Appraisal and Management Plan has been adopted for a particular Conservation Area, this will be a material consideration in determining applications for development.
The South Park Conservation Area Appraisal acknowledges the importance of trees, with the extensive tree cover giving the area its verdant feel, and stating that trees make a positive contribution to the CA.  

Page 6 explains how the mix of architecture:

 ‘makes the area attractive and worthy of Conservation Area status. This is reinforced by the retention of many boundary walls and railings throughout the area which, together with mature tree cover, also give the area its coherence’
5.2 states:

‘The presence of many fairly substantial properties in commensurately large grounds, typically bounded brick walls and railings and containing significant tree cover, provide a good setting for individual properties and the character of the Conservation Area as a whole’.
6.5 states:

‘Street planting is limited by narrow pavements throughout the area but this is compensated for by a considerable amount of tree cover within property frontages, a significant amount of which is protected by Tree Preservation Orders’.
The above would include 41 Eastern Avenue.

Under the details about 39-41 Eastern Avenue on P.21, it specifically includes: ‘Large cedar tree in garden’.
Townscape Appraisal map (Appendix 3) notes, amongst other things, significant trees and this specifically includes the TPO trees at 41 Eastern Avenue:
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With reference to the Council’s adopted Tree Strategy 2021, 1.8 states:

‘Other landmark trees coincide with the generally older housing stock, particularly within the 15 conservation areas in the Borough, where they contribute strongly to their character and appearance, as well as their setting and views in and out of the areas’.
1.12 advises of the aesthetic benefits of trees, including:

‘They are of historical importance, providing link to Reading’s past and to mark wider historical events, and are key features of heritage assets such historic parks and gardens and conservation areas’
The proposal

Ground Floor Plan as Proposed 03-10 shows the RPA of the Cedar tree in the rear garden in relation to the proposed rear extension and patio area:
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But doesn’t show the RPA of the Cypress on the frontage in relation to the proposed lightwells:
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Proposed Ground Floor Plan
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With reference to the Arboricultural Impact Assessment ref 2509 from SJ Stephens Associates dated 6th October 2026 and the associated Preliminary Tree Protection Plan:
The TPP shows the following:
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You will note that the rear extention and the patio area are specified as ‘no-dig’.  The Proposed Ground Floor Plan above has the rear extension as ‘no-dig’ but the patio as ‘hand-dig’  hence plans are not consistent.  However, some of these ‘no-dig’ areas on the TPP are also orange but not with the ‘hand-dig’ annotation so it is unclear what is proposed – clarity is required.
In relation to the rear extension, i.e. the ‘no-dig’ area, the Arb Report indicates the use of piles with a concrete slab and a cellular confinement system (CCS) under the slab, as shown in the extract below from the TPP.  The use of pile and beam or a slab supported by piles has been used within RPAs previously so in principle may be acceptable here.  However there is a lack of clarity on that proposed.  It is not usual to have a CCS under the slab, albeit an air space for ventilation is normal - the slab should be fully supported by the piles so the CCS would have no support function.  Also, it is unclear how beams (if proposed) could be accomodated as well as a CCS?
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From the above, it indicates that excavation would take place, i.e. the base of the CCS is below the existing ground level.  We also don’t have clarity on how this is married to the existing – a section plan showing the existing floor level and proposed (with proposed foundation specification) is required.  Clarity on whether it is just piles or pile & beam is also required – if beams are included then plans need to show these above ground level -  and confirmation that pile location is flexible if large roots are found (25mm diam or above).  An indication of the number of piles should be provided so the degree of RPA incursion can be appreciated.

Patio construction is shown below (extract from the TPP):
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Similar to above, a section plan illustrating how this ties into the extention and rear 2-storey element floor level is requried and, also clarity given the above appears to indicate excavation for the base of the CCS.
Shading for the Cedar at the rear, as indicated by the arc on the TPP indicates no issues in that respect, but the patio is directly under the canopy so this will inevitably result in conflict, e.g. concern over bird droppings and tree debris onto the patio, and could lead to pressure to prune or fell – points not mentioned in 6.4 of the Arb Report.  These were discussed with the applicant on site who accepted that these nuisance factors may occur.
From our visit it appeared that some minor tree works to the Cedar would be required to ensure clearance above the patio and potentially to the allow contruction of the 2-storey element – Elevations as Proposed drawing 05-00, shows the 2-storey element on the edge of the canopy.  No tree works are proposed to the Cedar (other than removal of dead wood).  This needs to be clarified and necessary work detailed.  [Some tip reduction of the Cedar may be acceptable in arboricultural terms anyway].
No tree protection is proposed for trees on the frontage in terms of fencing; only ground protection for T1.  Given the potential to harm T11 (young TPO Lime) and the trunk of T1, fencing should be provided.  The tree survey indicates the ground is already compacted adjacent to T11, hence protection to ensure this is not exacerbated would be prudent.
No shading arc is provided for T1 at the front, as has been provided for T5 Cedar.  It is evident that T1 will shade the proposed lightwells and this would have to be accepted.  Inadequate light levels as a result of blockage from the tree would not be taken as a reason to fell or significantly reduce the tree in the future.
I note that  a Rear Landscape Intent Plan has been submitted.  This includes a circular path around the Cedar tree and a patio area under the Oak tree in the rear corner.  This raised concerns in terms of works within the RPA of both trees (not mentioned in the Arb Report) and pressure to prune or fell the Oak as a result of a seating area being placed under it’s canopy, which is also very low and would need crown lifting.  Having discussed this with the applicant on site, he did not appear aware of this plan and agreed that a circular path is not necessary, nor would he put a patio area where shown – he indicated that a summer house was proposed at the rear (relocation of existing).  In conclusion on this point the applicant agreed that the plan could be omitted hence this plan should not be considered or approved.  
For clarity, no landscaping is required as part of this application – the applicant is in the process of arrnaging / planting a number of outstanding replacement trees in the rear garden.
In conclusion, whilst this application is not without concern, on balance it could be accepted.  However, there is currently insufficient detail / clarity on the foundations for the rear extention, marrying of levels and required tree work to facilitate development – this is required prior to a decision to give comfort that the impact on the Cedar is acceptable.
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