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6/2017/2521/LAWE 

DCLG No: APP/C1950/X/18/3207850 

Appeal By: Mr N Kapoor 

Site: 120 Handside Lane Welwyn Garden City AL8 6SZ 

Proposal: Certificate of lawfulness for use of part of dwelling as a beauty clinic 

Decision: Appeal Withdrawn 

Decision Date: 12/07/2019 

Delegated or DMC 
Decision: 

Delegated 

Summary: The appeal was withdrawn 

6/2018/1977/FULL 

DCLG No: APP/C1950/W/18/3216267 

Appeal By: House of Nails Limited 

Site: 4 Maynard Place Cuffley Potters Bar EN6 4JA 

Proposal: Change of use from retail (A1) to a mixed use retail and beauty salon (A1 and Sui 
Generis) 

Decision: Appeal Allowed with Conditions 

Decision Date: 16/07/2019 

Delegated or DMC 
Decision: 

Delegated 

Summary: This appeal follows the refusal of planning permission for the change of use from 
retail (A1) to a mixed use retail and beauty salon (A1 and Sui Generis) within the 
Large Village Centre of Cuffley. The main issues are the effect of the proposal on 
the vitality and viability of Cuffley as a Large Village Centre and the effect of the 
proposal on living conditions of nearby occupiers in respect of odour. 
 
The Council refused the application on the basis that the loss of a Class A1 retail 
unit would result in 42% of the units within the centre falling within Class A1 use, 
which would fall further below the minimum requirement of 60% in line with Policy 
TCR26. The Inspector pointed out the inconsistency of Policy TCR26 with the 
NPPF in so far as the NPPF does not limit appropriate main town centre uses to 
A1 retail. The NPPF defines main town centre uses as follows: ‘Retail development 
(including warehouse clubs and factory outlet centres); leisure, entertainment and 



more intensive sport and recreation uses (including cinemas, restaurants, drive-
through restaurants, bars and pubs, nightclubs, casinos, health and fitness 
centres, indoor bowling centres and bingo halls); offices; and arts, culture and 
tourism development (including theatres, museums, galleries and concert halls, 
hotels and conference facilities).’ 
 
The Inspector acknowledged that the proposal would partially conflict with the 
criteria of Policy TR26, however gave weight to the retail element and the use 
falling within the NPPF definition of appropriate town centre uses which ensure 
vitality and viability. Furthermore, she gave weight to the fact that the unit is vacant 
alongside four other units within the centre, indicating a potential lack of demand 
and the requirement to strike a balance between concerns regarding 
overconcentration of non-retail units and the need to ensure units are occupied.  
 
In addition, the Inspector gave limited weight to Policy SADM4 of the Draft Local 
Plan which would reduce the minimum retail threshold requirement to 50%.  
 
The issue with odour was satisfied with a condition requesting a scheme to be 
submitted prior to implementation of the change of use. 
 
The appeal was allowed. 
 

6/2018/3175/FULL 

DCLG No: APP/C1950/W/19/3224796 

Appeal By: Mr Horwood 

Site: The View, Carbone Hill, Northaw, Hertford, SG13 8RG 

Proposal: Erection of outbuilding/store 

Decision: Appeal Dismissed 

Decision Date: 18/07/2019 

Delegated or DMC 
Decision: 

Delegated 

Summary: ‘This appeal concerned a detached single storey building to be used for the dual 
purpose of stabling of horses, storage related to food growing and animal 
husbandry on residential land and the storage of equipment for the maintenance of 
both the adjacent field and the land that forms the curtilage of the dwelling house. 
Notwithstanding that the horses to be stabled would be grazing on the adjacent 
field, the Inspector considered that these are not agricultural uses and the proposal 
is therefore inappropriate development. 
 
In addition to the harm by reason of inappropriateness, the inspector also 
considered that the proposal would result in a loss of Green Belt openness and 
conflict with one of the five purposes of including land in the Green Belt as it would 
fail to check unrestricted sprawl.  The latter was reasoned because of harm to 
openness. 
 
VSC necessary to justify the proposal did not exist.  Consequently, the appeal was 
dismissed’. 
 



6/2018/1647/HOUSE 

DCLG No: APP/C1950/W/18/3213574 

Appeal By: Mr & Mrs Farndale 

Site: 16 Northaw Road West, Northaw, Potters Bar, EN6 4NR 

Proposal: Erection of single storey rear extension 

Decision: Appeal Allowed with Conditions 

Decision Date: 25/07/2019 

Delegated or DMC 
Decision: 

Delegated 

Summary: ‘This was a combined appeal against the refusal of planning permission and listed 
building consent for a single storey rear extension to 16 Northaw Road West – a 
Grade II Listed Building.  The main issue for both of the appeals was whether the 
development and works would preserve the grade II listed building or any features 
of special architectural or historic interest that it possesses. 
 
The appeal proposal would be an aluminium framed glazed extension with a flat 
sedum green roof and follow demolition of a modern lean-to extension.  The 
Inspector considered that the development would have a lightweight appearance 
due to the large areas of glazing and represent a modest intervention to the rear of 
the house.  The extension would also be clearly read as a contemporary and 
potentially largely reversible addition to the listed building, thus justifying the use of 
non-traditional materials in this case.  Furthermore, it was considered that the 
property had very little internal historic fabric and the extent of alterations to 
facilitate the proposal would be minimal.   
 
It was concluded that the scheme would not harm the special interest of the listed 
building and both appeals were allowed’ 
 

6/2018/1648/LB 

DCLG No: APP/C1950/Y/18/3212511 

Appeal By: Mr & Mrs Farndale 

Site: 16 Northaw Road West, Northaw, Potters Bar, EN6 4NR 

Proposal: Erection of single storey rear extension 

Decision: Appeal Allowed with Conditions 

Decision Date: 25/07/2019 

Delegated or DMC 
Decision: 

Delegated 

Summary: ‘This was a combined appeal against the refusal of planning permission and listed 
building consent for a single storey rear extension to 16 Northaw Road West – a 
Grade II Listed Building.  The main issue for both of the appeals was whether the 
development and works would preserve the grade II listed building or any features 
of special architectural or historic interest that it possesses. 
 
The appeal proposal would be an aluminium framed glazed extension with a flat 



sedum green roof and follow demolition of a modern lean-to extension.  The 
Inspector considered that the development would have a lightweight appearance 
due to the large areas of glazing and represent a modest intervention to the rear of 
the house.  The extension would also be clearly read as a contemporary and 
potentially largely reversible addition to the listed building, thus justifying the use of 
non-traditional materials in this case.  Furthermore, it was considered that the 
property had very little internal historic fabric and the extent of alterations to 
facilitate the proposal would be minimal.   
 
It was concluded that the scheme would not harm the special interest of the listed 
building and both appeals were allowed’ 
 

6/2018/1620/HOUSE 

DCLG No: APP/C1950/W/18/3216839 

Appeal By: Mr V Nevel 

Site: Norcott West End Lane Essendon Hatfield AL9 6AU 

Proposal: Erection of two storey rear extension 

Decision: Appeal Allowed with Conditions 

Decision Date: 29/07/2019 

Delegated or DMC 
Decision: 

Delegated 

Summary: This is a combined appeal against the refusal of householder planning permission 
and listed building consent at Norcott, West End Lane which is a grade II listed 
building and forms part of a listed terrace row. The proposal sought permission for 
a two storey rear extension. 
 
The main issues in this appeal were whether the development and works would 
preserve the grade II listed building or any features of special architectural or 
historic interest that it possesses and the effect on biodiversity. 
 
The Inspector noted that the language to the rear of the property and terrace row 
has greatly altered over time and that the loss of cat slide roof would not result in 
harm due to its limited significance today. Contrary to the Council’s conclusion that 
a similar extension to the adjoining terrace property has demonstrated harm to its 
architectural and evidential values, she gave weight to this extension concluding 
that the proposed extension at the appeal site would be in keeping with the 
evolution of the building and its architectural vocabulary. The Inspector 
concluded that the proposal would not cause harm to the special interest of the 
group listed building and was satisfied with the heritage assessment provided by 
the appellant. 
 
With regards to biodiversity, the Inspector took the view that a pre-commencement 
condition seeking an updated bat survey based on the methodology contained in 
the recommendations in the approved ecological report would be suitable in this 
case. 
 
Both appeals were allowed. 



6/2018/1734/LB 

DCLG No: APP/C1950/Y/19/3221082 

Appeal By: Mr V Nevel 

Site: Norcott West End Lane Essendon Hatfield AL9 6AU 

Proposal: Erection of two storey rear extension 

Decision: Appeal Allowed with Conditions 

Decision Date: 29/07/2019 

Delegated or DMC 
Decision: 

Delegated 

Summary: This is a combined appeal against the refusal of householder planning permission 
and listed building consent at Norcott, West End Lane which is a grade II listed 
building and forms part of a listed terrace row. The proposal sought permission for 
a two storey rear extension. 
 
The main issues in this appeal were whether the development and works would 
preserve the grade II listed building or any features of special architectural or 
historic interest that it possesses and the effect on biodiversity. 
 
The Inspector noted that the language to the rear of the property and terrace row 
has greatly altered over time and that the loss of cat slide roof would not result in 
harm due to its limited significance today. Contrary to the Council’s conclusion that 
a similar extension to the adjoining terrace property has demonstrated harm to its 
architectural and evidential values, she gave weight to this extension concluding 
that the proposed extension at the appeal site would be in keeping with the 
evolution of the building and its architectural vocabulary. The Inspector concluded 
that the proposal would not cause harm to the special interest of the group listed 
building and was satisfied with the heritage assessment provided by the appellant.  
 
With regards to biodiversity, the Inspector took the view that a pre-commencement 
condition seeking an updated bat survey based on the methodology contained in 
the recommendations in the approved ecological report would be suitable in this 
case. 
 
Both appeals were allowed.   
 

6/2018/2586/ADV 

DCLG No: APP/C1950/Z/19/3222330 

Appeal By: Miss K Kaur 

Site: 95 Bradmore Green Brookmans Park Hatfield AL9 7QT 

Proposal: Retention of 1x Fascia LED Externally Illuminated static sign board 

Decision: Appeal Dismissed 

Decision Date: 30/07/2019 

Delegated or DMC 
Decision: 

Delegated 



Summary: The main issue is the effect of the externally illuminated display board on the visual 
amenity of the area. The Inspector noted that there are a number of shops in the 
terrace that have fascia signs outside and the beauty salon next door to the shop 
also has a small illuminated sign in the window. It was considered that as the 
display board does not extend the full width of the shop and protrudes from the 
shopfront, the size and position of the sign does not respect the architectural 
features of the building. Further, it was found that this protrusion is not highly 
obvious during the night time when it is dark, however, during the daytime it 
appears unsightly and out of keeping. Given the above, it was noted that the LED 
display board was not in keeping with the design of the shop frontages in the 
immediate area, appearing unduly prominent and detracting from the character of 
the street scene. The appeal was dismissed.  

 

 

 

  

   

 


