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6/2020/0080/FULL 

DCLG No: APP/C1950/W/20/3250046 

Appeal By: Ms Lorraine Edwards 

Site: Beavers Lodge Farm Tylers Causeway Newgate Street Hertford SG13 
8QN 

Proposal: Retention of building following alteration of roof (eastern side) from a 
gable-end to hip-end 

Decision: Appeal Dismissed 

Decision Date: 15/09/2020 

Delegated or 
DMC Decision: 

Delegated 

Summary: This appeal concerned the retention of building and part demolition 
(modification to roof design and eastern end of building gable to hipped 
roof).  The main issues included its appropriateness in the Green Belt 
and effect on Green Belt openness. 
 
The Inspector held that the proposed alterations would still result in a 
building disproportionately larger than original and there would be a 
minor loss of Green Belt openness.   
 
In terms of other considerations, the building is used in connection with 
a dog rescue organisation and the appellant argued that a reduction in 
its size would be detrimental to the enterprise.  There was however no 
convincing evidence to support this claim.  No Very Special 
Circumstances existed to clearly outweigh the harm to the Green Belt. 
 
The appeal was dismissed. 
 

6/2020/0409 

DCLG No: APP/C1950/D/20/3254252 

Appeal By: Mr C Antoniou 

Site: 16 Great North Road Welwyn AL6 0PL 

Proposal: Erection of a single storey infill extension 

Decision: Appeal Dismissed 



Decision Date: 05/10/2020 

Delegated or 
DMC Decision: 

Delegated 

Summary: This was an appeal following the refusal of a householder application 
for a single storey infill extension in the Green Belt. The extension was 
very modest in scale, measuring approximately 12.5sqm in floor area. 
Nonetheless, the property had been extended significantly in the past 
including the addition of numerous side extensions, a roof extension 
incorporating dormers, a first floor rear extension and a triple detached 
garage in the rear garden (under PD). These additions resulted in a 
floor area of over 300% compared to the original dwelling.  
 
The Inspector agreed that the proposed extension, when considered 
cumulatively with previous additions, would result in the appeal 
dwelling appearing substantially larger than the original dwelling. 
Whilst it was acknowledged that individually the extension would be 
subservient to the main dwelling, in combination with the successive 
additions to the building that have already taken place it would have 
resulted in a disproportionate increase.  
 
Limited weight was attributed to the openness of the Green Belt by 
virtue of the size of the extension and lack of visibility in the street 
scene, however overall this was still considered to result in moderate 
harm to openness. The other matters identified were given very limited 
weight in favour of the proposal.  
 
The appeal was dismissed.  
 

6/2019/2238/HOUSE 

DCLG No: APP/C1950/D/20/3245523 

Appeal By: Mr & Mrs Butt 

Site: 22 Reynards Road Welwyn AL6 9TP 

Proposal: Erection of front porch, single storey side extension with mono pitch 
roof, two storey rear extension with raised roof height, installation of 
two front dormers following removal of existing dormer and demolition 
of garage 

Decision: Appeal Dismissed 

Decision Date: 12/10/2020 

Delegated or 
DMC Decision: 

Delegated 

Summary: The site is in Green Belt.  The existing dwelling is a bungalow with 
attached garage. Having regard to the proposed demolition of the 
original garage, the increase in the footprint of the original bungalow by 
30% would not in itself be disproportionate. However, the increase in 
floor space at first floor level, at 66%, gives rise to a significant change 
in the overall scale and proportions of the original dwelling. The 
Inspector considered that the development proposed would be seen as 



a substantial increase in the mass and bulk of the size and form of the 
original dwelling and would be a disproportionate addition to the 
building. As such, it would comprise inappropriate development and 
would conflict with Saved Policy RA3 (i) of the LP. 
 
The proposal would see an increase in the footprint of the dwelling and 
would extend over land which is currently undeveloped. It would 
therefore result in some loss of openness. There are no very special 
circumstances to justify the proposed development. 
 
Additionally, the overall scale and design of the rear two-storey 
addition, in particular due to its eaves height, would result in an 
extension which overwhelms the rear elevation of the dwelling to the 
extent that its original form, when viewed from the rear garden and 
neighbouring properties, would no longer be discernible. 
Consequently, the rear extension would appear incongruous and have 
a harmful effect on the character and appearance of the host property. 
 
The appeal was dismissed. 

6/2020/0304/HOUSE 

DCLG No: APP/C1950/W/20/3253628 

Appeal By: Mr & Mrs Bouma Van Der Have 

Site: 20 Gresley Close Welwyn Garden City AL8 7QB 

Proposal: Alterations to the front and rear elevations to include new windows 
within the front roof slope and rear dormer and raising the roof height 

Decision: Appeal Allowed 

Decision Date: 13/10/2020 

Delegated or 
DMC Decision: 

Delegated 

Summary: The appeal against non-determination was allowed, as per officer’s 
recommendation. 
 
A costs application was made against the Council.  The Inspector 
stated that “A short delay in determining the application due to the 
national lock down would have been understandable. However, in this 
instance the lengthy delay was mainly because the Council sought 
what ultimately transpired to be unnecessary design alterations and 
had made errors in failing to initially publicise the application in a way it 
subsequently considered to be necessary and, when this came to light, 
failing to work with the applicants to resolve this or communicate 
effectively. Accordingly, there were no substantive reasons to justify 
the length of the delay that has occurred. Thus, the appeal could have 
been avoided altogether with better communication and case 
management. The applicants have consequently incurred unnecessary 
expense in submitting the appeal.   Therefore find that unreasonable 
behaviour resulting in unnecessary or wasted expense, as described in 
the Planning Practice Guidance, has been demonstrated and that a full 
award of costs is justified”. 



 

6/2019/2812/FULL 

DCLG No: APP/C1950/W/20/3248875 

Appeal By: Mr A Goode 

Site: Sienna House 8 Brownfields Court 

Proposal: Erection of 4 x dwellings 

Decision: Appeal Dismissed 

Decision Date: 14/10/2020 

Delegated or 
DMC Decision: 

Delegated 

Summary: This appeal was for the erection of a new floor of accommodation 
providing 4 flats above a building that has been recently been 
converted from offices to residential. The site is located within the 
Employment Area of Welwyn Garden City (EA1).  
 
The Inspector commented that although the flats would overlook 
neighbouring commercial and industrial buildings, the outlook would on 
balance be acceptable. However the Inspector commented that the 
internal layout would result in cramped accommodation of poor quality 
for future occupiers, so would not provide acceptable living conditions. 
 
The applicant proposed that an existing planted area would be 
landscaped to provide additional space for occupiers of the building. 
However the Inspector commented that details of this have not been 
provided, and this area has a pronounced downward slope towards the 
site boundary. It is not therefore clear how much benefit could be 
derived from the use of this area. In addition, the established trees 
provide screening of the neighbouring commercial properties both for 
users of the amenity space, and for occupiers of flats on this side of 
the building. The total removal of these trees would therefore be 
harmful to the living conditions of occupiers of the building. Overall it 
was judged that on absence of a detailed landscaping scheme, it is not 
possible to say that the development proposed would make acceptable 
provision for external amenity space for occupiers of the building. 
 
The appeal was dismissed. 
 

6/2019/3149/HOUSE 

DCLG No: APP/C1950/D/20/3249885 

Appeal By: Mr A Abraham 

Site: 46 Bluebridge Road Brookmans Park Hatfield AL9 7SA 

Proposal: Erection of garage, retaining wall with steps and formation of driveway 

Decision: Appeal Dismissed 

Decision Date: 14/10/2020 



Delegated or 
DMC Decision: 

Delegated 

Summary: This was an appeal following the refusal for the erection of a garage 
located to the front of the dwelling together with associated with soft 
and hard landscaping works.  
 
The Inspector noted that the front areas are almost all devoid of 
buildings in the surrounding area. He noted that notwithstanding the 
effort to attenuate its impact on the street scene, the outbuilding will be 
still clearly visible from Bluebridge Road, including through the gap 
formed by the widened access. The Inspector stated that in those 
streetscene views, its siting would jar markedly with the nearby pattern 
and layout of development. 
 
The appeal was dismissed.  
 

6/2019/2886/LAWE 

DCLG No: APP/C1950/X/20/3246232 

Appeal By: Mr B Wrangle 

Site: Howe Wood Farm White Stubbs Lane Bayford Hertford SG13 8QA 

Proposal: Certificate of lawfulness for existing use of outbuilding as residential 
dwelling 

Decision: Appeal Allowed 

Decision Date: 20/10/2020 

Delegated or 
DMC Decision: 

Delegated 

Summary: The first LDC appeal concerned use of an outbuilding as a dwelling.  
The supporting evidence under the planning application included a 
statement that the building had been rented in excess of four years 
and also rental payment invoices from 25 August 2015 to 22 February 
2016.  The cover letter had stated that a copy of correspondence from 
the applicant’s accountant been submitted with the application which 
confirms that he had received regular rental payments declared to 
HMRC since 2014.  This correspondence was not included with the 
application nor received from the Planning Portal. 
 
The Inspector considered that the submitted evidence was sufficient to 
show that the flat was occupied over four years before the LDC 
application was received.   
The correspondence from the applicant’s accountant and also a letter 
from the tenant were submitted under the appeal.  The letter confirmed 
the tenant’s occupancy and tenancy of the flat and that this use dates 
back to 2005. It also confirmed that the tenant has been on the 
electoral register since then; that rent has been paid to the appellant 
since then and that the Council had paid housing benefits to the 
appellant in relation to the tenancy of the flat. 
 
Taking everything into account, the Inspector contended, on the 



balance of probability, that the outbuilding has been continuously used 
as a separate dwellinghouse for more than 4 years.  The appeal was 
allowed. 
 

6/2019/3177/LAWE 

DCLG No: APP/C1950/X/20/3247983 

Appeal By: Mr B Wrangle 

Site: Howe Wood Farm, White Stubbs Lane, Bayford, Hertford, SG13 8QA 

Proposal: Certificate of lawfulness for retention of caravan sited on parking space 

Decision: Appeal Allowed 

Decision Date: 20/10/2020 

Delegated or 
DMC Decision: 

Delegated 

Summary: The second LDC appeal concerned the retention of a caravan sited on 
parking space.  The supporting information under the planning 
application outlined that the applicant is the freeholder of the site and 
he relocated his nephew to the caravan on his landholding at Howe 
Wood Farm to provide him with a home in close proximity to this family 
who are in a position to care for him/support him to live independently.  
The supporting information, however, failed to provide any information 
on the link or relationship between the caravan and dwelling (Howe 
Wood Farm Farmhouse) to ascertain whether the caravan would be in 
the same residential planning unit as Howe Wood Farm Farmhouse.  It 
did not even appear that the applicant even resided in the farmhouse.  
In the absence of sufficient information, it could not be concluded that 
a material change of use of the land has not occurred and that the use 
does not amount to development. 
 
The Inspector disagreed with the reason for refusal and outlined that 
the Council’s case failed to indicate what constitutes the curtilage of 
the farmhouse or the planning unit.  It was considered by the Inspector 
that the caravan was positioned within the garden of the farmhouse 
and was not physically separate from the house.  Therefore, it would 
be within its residential curtilage.  
 
In terms of the functionality of the sited caravan, the Inspector 
considered it evident from the submissions that it is occupied by the 
appellant’s nephew and that he is living there as part of the extended 
family.  Also, there was no evidence of any formal tenancy.  Despite 
the fact that the caravan possesses all of the necessary facilities for 
day to day living, it appeared from the submissions that the nephew 
relies upon the presence and care of the appellant and the rest of the 
family. 
 
It was therefore deemed that the caravan functions as family 
accommodation which is ‘incidental to the enjoyment of the 
dwellinghouse’.  As such, the siting and use of the caravan would not 
constitute development.  The appeal was allowed. 



6/2020/0547/HOUSE 

DCLG No: APP/C1950/D/20/3254925 

Appeal By: Mr & Mrs Heffernan 

Site: 16 Robbery Bottom Lane Welwyn AL6 0UW 

Proposal: Installation of rear dormer facilitate loft conversion 

Decision: Appeal Dismissed 

Decision Date: 23/10/2020 

Delegated or 
DMC Decision: 

Delegated 

Summary: This application was for a loft conversion with a large rear dormer, 
coming off the ridge of the dwelling. The application was refused on 
the grounds of the size and scale of the dormer being too great and 
harming the character of the dwelling and the area, and harm to 
neighbour amenity through overlooking.   
 
The Inspector considered that the dormer would occupy the majority of 
the rear face of the roof of the original building, and would extend off 
the ridge of the dwelling, appearing as a bulky, angular addition to the 
bungalow roof, out of keeping and incongruous within the buildings 
already complicated roof form. Whilst, due to the area’s topography, 
views from the public realm would be limited, the roof would be 
noticeable from the side windows of 20 Robbery Bottom Lane and the 
rear gardens of the neighbouring properties. While there are dormers 
to a number of the surrounding dwellings and the proposal would be in 
keeping in this regard, the proposed dormer would harm the character 
of the dwelling and the surrounding area as a result of its size and 
height in the roofslope. The dormer would not reflect the design and 
character of the dwelling or be subordinate in scale. It was considered 
harmful to character. 
 
By virtue of the sloping nature of the site and the boundary treatment 
of a close boarded fence and hedging, overlooking and loss of privacy 
were not considered to be an issue.  
 
The appeal was dismissed. 

6/2020/0741/HOUSE 

DCLG No: APP/C1950/D/20/3255308 

Appeal By: Mr & Mrs Howard 

Site: 13 Elmoor Avenue Welwyn AL6 9PG 

Proposal: Erection of single storey front and rear extension, two storey side 
extension following the demolition of the existing side extension 

Decision: Appeal Dismissed 

Decision Date: 23/10/2020 

Delegated or Delegated 



DMC Decision: 

Summary: The street scene comprises semi- detached dwellings which, while 
many have been extended, largely retain their original character and 
gaps between them. The immediate neighbour however has been 
extended to the boundary at ground and first floor levels. The appeal 
proposal would be to the boundary at ground floor with a one metre 
gap at first floor level. 
 
The Inspector considered that the set back of the dwellings from the 
road and the gaps between the dwellings at first floor level provide an 
openness to the layout and a sense of verdancy to the street (with 
views to the green spaces behind the dwellings), and a strong visual 
rhythm to the street, emphasised by the sloping nature of the street. 
 
The Inspector considered that the proposed extension would interrupt 
the rhythm of the properties and would block the view between the 
host dwelling and its neighbour to the green spaces behind. While the 
proposal would maintain the one metre gap at first floor level, it would 
result in a two storey structure roughly in line with the neighbouring 
dwelling and would increase the impression of terracing. Together with 
the adjacent extension, this would produce a cramped, congested 
feeling to that part of the street.  
 
The proposal would also extend the existing ridge line of the dwelling, 
with no setback behind the front elevation and would have a single 
storey front extension that would extend across the full width of the 
dwelling. The overall extensions would increase the visual mass and 
scale of the dwelling significantly and the overall additions, without 
articulation, would not appear subservient to the original dwelling. The 
scale and massing of the proposal, taken as a whole, would be such 
that the original form of the dwelling would be subsumed within it.  
 
The Inspector noted other extensions along the road but considered 
that they are not directly comparable and have not resulted in the 
same visual closure of the gap at first floor level, thereby retaining 
openness in the street scene. 
 
The Inspector concluded that the proposal would result in harm to the 
character and appearance of the site and the surrounding area and 
would, therefore, be contrary to the quoted policies and guidance and 
the NPPF. 
 
The appeal was dismissed. 

6/2020/0423/ADV 

DCLG No: APP/C1950/Z/20/3255002 

Appeal By: Aqua Ristorante 

Site: 28 High Street Welwyn AL6 9EQ 

Proposal: Installation of 1x banner sign 



Decision: Appeal Dismissed 

Decision Date: 23/10/2020 

Delegated or 
DMC Decision: 

Delegated 

Summary: This was an appeal following the refusal of an application for 
advertisement consent in the Welwyn Conservation Area. The 
advertisement would have been a larger banner sign which would have 
been attached to the building at first floor level and would have been 
very prominent, measuring 4m x 1.5m (advertising Sunday roast (with 
kids pizza) and Wednesday steak night at the restaurant). The 
application was refused on the grounds of harm to the building, the 
street scene and the Conservation Area. 
 
The Inspector considered that the building (which is listed) makes a 
particular contribution to the character and appearance of the 
Conservation Area, which is of an open, spacious area, faced onto by 
buildings of modest scale and various designs with the river creating a 
sense of verdancy and a focal point. The site abuts the River Mimram. 
 
The banner would straddle the timber and brickwork elements of the 
building and would introduce a large, oblong feature unrelated to the 
spacing of the windows at the property. The size and appearance of 
the banner would not be reflective of the existing materials of the 
building or the façade on which it would be sited. It would be a 
discordant and inharmonious feature, visually intrusive and cluttering 
the façade. It would fail to preserve the character and appearance of 
the Conservation Area and would have a harmful impact upon amenity.  
 
Though the application was submitted before lockdown started, the 
Inspector did state that he was sensitive to the current difficulties being 
experienced within the hospitality sector resultant from the effects of 
measures seeking to control the spread of Covid-19. However, whilst 
the advertisement would only be displayed for a temporary period, this 
is not sufficient justification to allow a proposal which would have a 
harmful effect on amenity in this sensitive location. 
 
The appeal was dismissed. 
 

6/2019/0913/LAWE 

DCLG No: APP/C1950/X/19/3227923 

Appeal By: Mr M Tims 

Site: 112 Hollybush Lane Welwyn Garden City AL7 4JW 

Proposal: Certificate of lawfulness for installation of existing dormer 

Decision: Appeal Dismissed 

Decision Date: 27/10/2020 

Delegated or 
DMC Decision: 

Delegated 



Summary: The dormer sits on top of the two storey side extension which is the 
subject of an enforcement notice. The enforcement notice required 
either demolition of the two storey side extension (requirement a), or, 
its modification to reflect an approved plan (requirement b), which does 
not show a dormer. As the enforcement notice has not been complied 
with, the dormer remains unlawful.  
 
The appeal is dismissed. 
 

6/2019/1061/LAWP 

DCLG No: APP/C1950/X/19/3230066 

Appeal By: Mr M Tims 

Site: 112 Hollybush Lane Welwyn Garden City AL7 4JW 

Proposal: Certificate of lawfulness for the erection of a single storey extension 

Decision: Appeal Dismissed 

Decision Date: 27/10/2020 

Delegated or 
DMC Decision: 

Delegated 

Summary: Article 3(5)(a) of the 2015 Order (GPDO) states the permission granted 
by Schedule 2 does not apply if, in the case of permission granted in 
connection with an existing building, the building operations involved in 
the construction of that building are unlawful. Having established, 
above, that the building operations involved in the construction of the 
two storey side extension were unlawful, the two storey side extension 
cannot be extended using permitted development rights until the notice 
is complied with. 
 

The proposed single storey rear extension must be considered 
together with the existing two storey side extension and not separate 
from it.  For this reason, it does not comply with Schedule 2, Part 1, 
Class A of the 2015 Order paragraph A.1(h) because of its height and 
depth, or paragraph A.1(i) because of its proximity to the boundary and 
its height, or paragraph A.1(j) because of its height and width. 
 
The appeal is dismissed. 
 

Costs were made by the appellant and the Council in respect to both 
this and the above appeal, however they were not awarded to either 
party.  
 
The Council made a cost’s application against the appellant as there 
was no chance of the appeals succeeding.  However the Inspector 
considered that costs against the appellant were unnecessary as the 
appellant was only aware that the appeal had no prospect of 
succeeding at appeal until the appeal statements were submitted. 
 
The appellant made a cost’s application against the Council however it 
was found that unreasonable behaviour resulting in unnecessary or 



wasted expense, as described in the Planning Practice Guidance, has 
not been demonstrated. 
 

 
 

 

 

  

   

 


