
Planning

Memo

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

CC:
 

Date:
16 April 2026
Re:
Consultation on an Application
Planning Application Ref: PL/26/0122

Application Type: Householder planning permission

Address: 26 WELLSWOOD GARDENS, READING, RG1 5BF

Proposal: Proposed Single storey Rear and a garage conversion.
The site is included in Area TPO 16/12, which includes all the trees in the rear buffer zone; an important landscape zone secured as part of the development of Wellswood Gardens.  I note the application form states that there are no trees, which is unhelpful, inaccurate and puzzling given the submission of an Arb Report.
With ref to Plans & Elevations drawing P1710-02, the proposal, from comparison between the existing and proposed site plan, appears to cover the whole of the existing rear raised patio area, plus an extension into the garden, and creation of new steps down on the lawn:
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From our discussion and your measurements, I understand that the exention is approx 1m greater in depth than existing patio area, so 1m into the lawned area, before the steps which are an additonal 2m, hence total of 3m into the existing lawn.  This is significant, given the lawn is fairly short already, extending between approx 8.5m-10.7m (not including patio – measured from iShare). 

The proposal brings living accomodation, including the principle living space, closer to the row of tall trees (largely 15-21m tall) within the rear buffer zone by approx 4m.  It will also result in a reduction in garden space, bringing garden use closer to the trees.  It seems likely that a new patio will be constructed on the lawn in the future to mitigate the loss of the existing, however, I apreciate that this is somewhat outside the realms of this application and likely to be PD.  This would (along with the extension) reduce the green space on site, which I note appears to also be reduced at the front to allow for two parallel parking spaces, presumably to compensate for the loss of the garage:
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I note the application form states there are no changes to parking – your photos indicate potentially two spaces already and I assume the additional (western) one in block paving meets parking requirements:
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With reference to BS5837:2012 TREE SURVEY AND  ARBORICULTURAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT Dated: 4th March 2026, reference: GHA/DS/160403:26 and associated Tree Protection Plan dated March 2026:

This report is rather basic.  It refers only to a rear extension, giving no details of the nature of that, as above, and provides no commentary on the relationship with trees, but concludes that there are no issues.  The extension also seems inaccurately represented on the Tree Protection Plan:
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7.1 states: ‘The retained trees are at a satisfactory distance from the proposed new building outline and highly unlikely to give rise to any inconvenience’.  

I wonder what the author considers a ‘satisfactory distance’ to be – no explanation is given.

I note the majority of trees (those in the rear landscape strip) were not accessed hence all RPA are guestimates.  Access to the buffer landscape strip can be obtained, as I’ve arranged this myself before, so I’m not clear why the author would not work with his client to arrange access so accurate readings could be provided.

I acknowedge that development is outside the provided RPAs, albeit these are not accurate, and that direct sunlight in the garden will be blocked more by the house itself rather than the trees due to the orientation.  However, these are tall trees, which can have an overbearing feeling, and will block daylight into the garden when in leaf.  I am concerned that bringing the accomodation closer, resulting in a reduced garden space will put greater pressure on the trees in the future to be pruned or felled, contrary to EN14 and our adopted Tree Strategy.

If the rear extension was reduced to not extend further than the existing patio, this would go some way in reducing the concern.  I understand that you may be seeking amendments anyway to the width so the applicant should reconsider the extension dimensions altogether.
I’m happy to discuss further, and this would be prudent if amendments are not forthcoming.
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