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WELWYN HATFIELD COUNCIL 
 

Minutes of a meeting of the ESTATE MANAGEMENT APPEALS PANEL held on 
Wednesday 18 August 2021 at 7.30 pm in the Council Chamber, Council Offices, The 
Campus, Welwyn Garden City, Herts, AL8 6AE. 

 
PRESENT: Councillors B.Fitzsimon (Chairman)  

 
  S.Elam (substituting for J.P.Skoczylas), A.Hellyer, 

M.Holloway, L.Musk, S.McNamara, N.Pace 
(substituting for F.Thomson), J.Ranshaw, F.Wachuku 
 

 
OFFICIALS 
PRESENT: 

Head of Planning (C.Dale) 
Estate Management Scheme Manager (J.Homer) 
Principal Governance Officer (J.Anthony) 
Democratic Services Assistant (V.Mistry)  

 
 
1. SUBSTITUTION OF MEMBERS 

 
The following substitution of Panel Members were made in accordance with 
Council Procedure Rules: 
 
Councillor S.Elam for Councillor J.P.Skoczylas 
Councillor N.Pace for Councillor F.Thomson. 
 

2. APOLOGIES 
 
Apologies were received from Councillors F.Thomson and JP.Skoczylas. 
 

3. MINUTES 
 
The Minutes of meeting held on 24 March 2021 were approved as a correct 
record and signed by the Chairman. 
 

4. 8 VALLEY ROAD, WELWYN GARDEN CITY, AL8 7DF - 6/2020/2478/EM - 
INSTALLATION OF TWO FRONT ELEVATION DORMER WINDOWS 
 
Report of the Corporate Director (Public Protection, Planning and Governance) 
setting out an appeal against the refusal of Estate Management (EM) Consent 
for the installation of two dormer windows within the front roof slope of 8 Valley 
Road. 
 
The report noted that No.8 Valley Road was a two storey detached property 
located on the western side of the street. The property had an open frontage with 
areas of hardstanding and soft landscaping. The property occupied a prominent 
position with the street scene. 
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The application sought Estate Management Scheme consent to install two 
dormer windows within the front elevation of the main building.  An application to 
install similar front dormer windows was submitted in 2018 and subsequently 
refused due to the impact they would have upon the property and the wider 
street scene. 
 
The current application was refused on the 10 December 2020 for the following 
reason:   
 
“Although the windows would mirror glazing bar pattern of the existing windows, 
it is considered that the introduction of front dormer windows would detract from 
the simple, unaltered and uninterrupted roof form of the existing dwelling, which 
would disrupt the uniformity amongst the dwellings of similar design within this 
locality. The proposed dormers are considered an incongruous addition that 
would be unduly prominent and result in a harmful impact upon the original 
design of the house and the wider street scene. As a result, the application fails 
to comply with Policy EM1 of the Estate Management Scheme.” 
 
It should be noted that the associated planning application was also refused but 
allowed on appeal on 24 June 2021. 
 
To support their appeal, the appellant referenced the design statement submitted 
with the original application that identified a number of properties within Welwyn 
Garden City that had similar front facing dormers. However, the majority do not 
have a record of the change and it could be considered either part of the original 
home or unauthorised additions. There were two properties that had front facing 
dormers granted consent under the Estate Management Scheme: 
• 50 Church Road – two front dormers approved in 1997. 
• 53 Parkway – single front dormer approved in 2005. 
 
The appellant had stated that comments from the refused applications in 2018 
had been incorporated into the design, scaling and placement of the dormers 
within the application and that this had not be reviewed and considered by the 
officer. The officer report acknowledged that the proposed dormers would be 
equally spaced and located to align with the vertical spacing between the ground 
and first floor windows. However, front dormers can only be considered 
acceptable in areas where it can be demonstrated that they are a common 
feature within the street scene. Although the appellant has offered examples 
from across the wider area, it was considered that front dormers were not a 
common feature within this area of Valley Road. 
 
A planning application for the front dormers was allowed at appeal, however the 
inspectorate made this decision based on local and national planning policy 
which did not include the Estate Management Scheme.  The appeal should only 
be considered against the policies of the Welwyn Garden City Estate 
Management Scheme and therefore the outcome from the planning appeal does 
not add weight to the appeal. 
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The key issue in the determination of this appeal is the impact the proposed 
dormer windows would have on the character and appearance of the appeal site 
and the surrounding area. 
 
Mr D.Wheeler, Agent, spoke on behalf of appellant, stating that his client and 
family have lived at the property for 22 years and are passionate about the 
garden city. All previous works carried out at the property have been done with 
due regard to the heritage of the house and to respect the surrounding 
streetscene. The application was for conservation dormers not Velux windows.  
There have been no objections raised by neighbours, local heritage societies or 
councillors on the application. The Senior Built Heritage consultant confirmed the 
proposal was not out of character with the house. Mr Wheeler also stated that 
the Secretary of State’s planning inspectorate who upheld the planning appeal in 
June 2021 advised that front dormer windows are indeed an original feature of 
that end of Valley Road as well as many other garden city properties. Mr 
Wheeler also believed that the appeal hearing should place importance in due 
consideration on the Secretary of State’s planning inspectorate comments and 
considerations made whilst upholding the appeal. 
 
During discussion, the following points were raised: 
 
• Members thought that the front dormer windows would not be out of character 

in the area and would have no effect on the streetscene. 
• Members also noted that on the top part of Valley Road there were a number of 

houses that had different features on their properties. For example, ivy covering 
homes, white coloured houses and brick houses.  

• In response to Member questions, Officers stated that allowing the appeal 
would be viewed as a one off decision and would not impact the policies and 
design guides in place. However permitting this appeal could have a baring on 
decisions made for Estate Management Scheme consent on future applications 
involving front dormer windows. 

 
Given the views expressed by Members during the debate, the proposal was for 
the Committee to reject the Officer recommendations and allow the appeal. It 
was proposed and seconded by Councillors A.Hellyer and L.Musk and 
 

RESOLVED: 
(unanimous) 
 
Members rejected the officer recommendation to uphold the delegated 
decision and dismiss the appeal. 

 
5. 59 MARSDEN GREEN, WELWYN GARDEN CITY, AL8 6YD - 6/2021/0889/EM - 

RETROSPCTIVE APPLICATION FOR THE RETENTION OF NEW 
HARDSTANDING SURFACE INCLUDING INCREASE TO CREATE AN 
ADDITION CAR PARKING SPACE 
 
Report of the Corporate Director (Public Protection, Planning and Governance) 
setting out an appeal against the refusal of Estate Management (EM) Consent 
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for the retention of a new hardstanding surface which included an increase in 
size to create an additional car parking space. 
 
It was noted that No.59 was a two storey mid-terrace property located on the 
eastern side of Marsden Green. The properties within Marsden Green were of 
similar design with either a garage forward of the main house or a garage 
integrated into the main building. No. 59 is the latter and as a result benefits from 
an existing driveway. 
 
This was an appeal against the refusal of retrospective Estate Management 
Scheme consent to retain a new block paved hardstanding surface upon the 
original driveway and for an increase in size across the front garden to create an 
additional parking space.  The new area of hardstanding incorporated this 
existing driveway and had been extended to the right to include an area that was 
previously soft landscaped garden. As a result, hardstanding covered 
approximately 77% of the front garden and would allow off street parking for 
three cars. 
 
To support their appeal the appellant had submitted an appeal statement which 
discusses how Policy EM4 is interpreted and has provided twenty four examples 
of other properties with large hardstanding within the neighbourhood surrounding 
Marsden Green. 
 
The appellant stated that within Policy EM4 (hard landscaping), proposals for 
new hard surfacing to a front garden is defined as alterations to soft green 
landscaping and that existing areas of hard landscaping should not be 
considered in the assessment of proposals for additional areas of hard surfacing. 
Policy EM4 states: 
 
Proposals for hard surfacing, for the parking of private vehicles in front gardens 
will only be allowed where the works would retain an appropriate balance 
between hard and soft landscaping and do not result in the loss of any existing 
hedgerows or landscaping along the boundary, other than the minimum required 
to access the hard standing, that would be harmful to the amenities and values 
of the street scene in which it is located. 
 
The appellant had submitted photographs of other homes within Marsden Green, 
Marsden Close, Springfields, Heather Road and Marsden Road, all within the 
locality of the application site, that have hardstandings that cover all or the 
majority of the front garden. Of the twenty four examples submitted, twenty one 
have no record of Estate Management Scheme consent being granted and three 
have Estate Management Scheme consent. 
 
The three examples given of hardstandings that benefit from Estate 
Management Scheme consent have varying degrees of coverage but all are in 
excess of the preferred coverage: 
• 43 Springfields – near total hardstanding coverage with front boundary 

hedgerow removed. Side boundary hedgerows retained. Received EMS 
consent in January 2016. 
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• 49 Springfields – large majority of the front covered with hardstanding with a 
small area of landscaping to the front corner. Small front hedge 
retained/established. Received EMS consent in August 2014. 

• 51 Springfields – majority of the front covered with hardstanding with an area 
of lawn partially retained to one side. Approximately half of the front hedgerow 
has been retained. Received EMS consent in March 2017. 

 
The application was refused on the 14 May 2021 for the following reason: 
 
“Prior to the work the property benefitted from a good level of hardstanding that 
covered over half of the frontage. The increased area of hardstanding is 
considered excessive and has resulted in a harmful loss of soft green 
landscaping that is detrimental to the property and wider street scene. As a 
result the application fails to comply with Policy EM4 of the Estate Management 
Scheme.” 
 
The key issue in the determination of the appeal was the impact the 
hardstanding has on the character and appearance of the appeal site and the 
surrounding area. 
 
During discussion, the following points were raised: 
 
• Members stated that car parking was a big problem in Marsden Close so it 

would help to have less cars parked on the street.  
• Members noted that the property was near the end of the cul-de-sac where 

finding a parking space could be difficult. 
• Members noted that the streetscene needed to be maintained as some of the 

roads and pavements were in poor condition.  
• It was noted that the appellant would retain the hedge at the front of the 

property. 
 
The Officer’s recommendation was to allow the appeal. It was proposed and 
seconded by Councillors L.Musk and N.Pace and 
 

RESOLVED: 
(unanimous) 
 
Members allowed the appeal. 

 
6. EXCLUSION OF PRESS AND PUBLIC 

 
 RESOLVED: 
 
That under Section 100(A)(2) and (4) of the Local Government Act 1972, 
the press and public be now excluded from the meeting for item 10 on the 
grounds that it involves the likely disclosure of confidential or exempt 
information as defined in Section 100A(3) and Paragraphs 5 (privileged 
and legal advice) and 6 (statutory notice or order) Part 1 of Schedule 12A 
of the said Act (as amended). 
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In resolving to exclude the public in respect of the exempt information, it is 
considered that the public interest in maintaining the exemption outweighs 
the public interest in disclosing the information. 

 
7. UPDATE ON OUTSTANDING ENFORCEMENT CASES AND 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR ENFORCEMENT ACTION UNDER THE TERMS 
OF THE SCHEME OF MANAGEMENT FOR WELWYN GARDEN CITY FOR 
BREACHES OF THAT SCHEME 
 
Exempt report of the Corporate Director (Public Protection, Planning and 
Governance) updating Panel Members with regard to outstanding arbitration 
cases that had been put before the Panel as well as additional cases for 
consideration. 
 

RESOLVED: 
 
Members noted the contents of the report and the new cases. 

 
(Note: A more detailed record of the Panel’s discussion is contained in the 
exempt Minute 7a). 

 
Meeting ended 8.06pm 
VM 
 

 


