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6/2020/0763/HOUSE 

DCLG No: 3256553 

Appeal By: Mr D Thornton 

Site: 30 Great North Road Hatfield AL9 6NF 

Proposal: Retention of a single storey outbuilding 

Decision: Appeal Dismissed 

Decision Date: 12/03/2021 

Delegated or 
DMC Decision: 

Delegated 

Summary: This was an application for the retention of a single storey rear 
outbuilding. The planning application was refused as it was considered 
to result in a disproportionate addition over and above the size of the 
original building and subsequently represented inappropriate 
development within the Green Belt. 
 
Simultaneously the application dwelling was also being extended, and 
while the extensions were not part of the appeal, the Inspector referred 
to the extensions in the assessment of the outbuilding.  
 
The Inspector stated the extensions under construction and the 
outbuilding subject of this appeal amounted to a cumulative scale of 
development that substantially exceeds both the footprint and floor 
area of the original house. The impact of the extensions and the 
outbuilding would amount to disproportionate additions over and above 
the size of the original building. The Inspector further stated that while 
the outbuilding is well screened and considered acceptable in 
character by the Council which attracted some weight in the 
development’s favour, these matters did not clearly outweigh the harm 
by reason of inappropriateness, and that very special circumstances 
do not exist in this instance. 
 
The appeal was dismissed.  

6/2020/0447/PN11 

DCLG No: APP/C1950/W/20/3251057 

Appeal By: Cuffley Properties Ltd 



Site: Everest House, Sopers Road, Cuffley, Potters Bar, EN6 4SG 

Proposal: Prior approval for the change of use from offices (B1(a)) to 
dwellinghouses (C3) to create 45 residential dwellings 

Decision: Appeal Dismissed 

Decision Date: 17/03/2021 

Delegated or 
DMC Decision: 

Delegated 

Summary: The key issue concerned the impacts of noise from commercial 
premises on the intended occupiers of the development. 
 
The appeal property was located within Sopers Road Industrial Estate 
in Cuffley.  The results of the noise impact assessments demonstrated 
that in order to achieve the target levels for the internal rooms, the 
proposed dwellings would require secondary glazing and a system of 
mechanical ventilation and heat recovery. Crucially, in order for the 
acoustic mitigation to be effective there would need to be reliance upon 
windows being kept closed.  The Inspector stated: 
 
“For future occupants to experience unacceptable levels of noise 
through open windows or be reliant upon keeping windows and doors 
closed and thus living and sleeping within sealed rooms and 
dependant on an alternative means of ventilation would not, to my 
mind, provide satisfactory living conditions for future occupiers. In this 
respect the proposal would fail to provide a high standard of amenity 
for future users as envisaged by paragraph 127 of the National 
Planning Policy Framework (the Framework). Similarly, it would conflict 
with paragraph 180 of the Framework insofar as planning decisions 
should avoid noise giving rise to significant adverse impacts on health 
and the quality of life.” 
 
The Inspector also said that he was not satisfied that the viability of 
these established businesses would not be compromised as a 
consequence of the appeal scheme.  As such, there would also be 
conflict with paragraph 182 of the Framework which outlines that 
existing businesses and facilities should not have unreasonable 
restrictions placed upon them as a result of development permitted 
after they were established. 
 
The appeal was dismissed. 

6/2020/2011/HOUSE 

DCLG No: APP/C1950/D/20/3264253 

Appeal By: Mr. S. Critchlow 

Site: 8 Elmoor Close Welwyn AL6 9PF 

Proposal: Removal of existing chimney and raising of existing ridge height to 
facilitate loft conversion, including erection of rear dormer with 2 x rear 
facing Juliette balconies and insertion of 3 x front facing roof lights. 

Decision: Appeal Dismissed 



Decision Date: 18/03/2021 

Delegated or 
DMC Decision: 

Delegated 

Summary: This was an application to raise the ridge height of the property and 
add a rear dormer and rooflights to facilitate a loft conversion. It 
followed the approval of a certificate of lawfulness application for a full 
width dormer and rooflights. The planning application was refused as 
the dormer, by reason of its width, scale and flat roof design was 
considered to overwhelm the rear roof of the dwelling, failing to be 
subservient to it. The application was also refused on the grounds of 
inadequate parking on site.  
 
The Inspector considered that the overall massing of the proposal 
would dominate the roof and the dwelling as a whole, resulting a top-
heavy appearance. The certificate of lawfulness was considered as a 
fallback position, however the Inspector noted that the increase in the 
ridge height would result in a dormer which had a flat roof at a higher 
level than the fallback position, which would cause greater harm to the 
character of the host dwelling and surrounding area.  
 
In regards to parking, the Inspector considered that the location of the 
site at a turning head, combined with the lack of on–site parking on a 
narrow road, would be likely to lead to increased instances of 
dangerous and obstructive parking.  
 
A costs application was also submitted on the grounds that the LPA 
had not considered the certificate of lawfulness as a fallback position in 
the report, that the Highway Authority had not been consulted before 
refusing the application on the grounds of parking and that the parking 
assessment had failed to produce sufficient evidence to substantiate 
the reason for refusal. The Inspector considered that the extant 
certificate of lawfulness application was referenced in the report, 
therefore the Council had adequate regard to it. They also found that 
even in the absence of the Highway Authority being consulted, the 
Council had reasonable concerns which were articulated in the report.  
 
The appeal was dismissed and the application for an award of costs 
was refused.  

6/2020/1817/FULL 

DCLG No: APP/C1950/W/20/3260000 

Appeal By: Mr T Agius 

Site: 45 Dixons Hill Close Welham Green Hatfield AL9 7EF 

Proposal: Conversion of existing stables into a residential dwelling 

Decision: Appeal Dismissed 

Decision Date: 24/03/2021 

Delegated or 
DMC Decision: 

Delegated 



Summary: There are two appeals for this site which related to the conversion of a 
stable building within the Green Belt into a dwellinghouse, which 
included changes to the fenestration detailing of the building but did 
not include extensions alteration to the size of the built form within the 
site. The applicant also made an application for costs on the second 
appeal. 
 
The planning application 6/2019/3168/FULL was refused on the 
following grounds: 
 

 The proposed development would harm to the openness and 
would conflict with the purposes of including land within the 
Green Belt, as well as causing harm to the surrounding 
landscape character area. 

 The applicant had failed to submit an appropriate ecology 
survey with the result that it was not possible to assess the 
potential harm. 

 
Following the refusal of the above application, the applicant submitted 
a further application (6/2020/1817/FULL) which tried to address the 
above reasons for refusal. The key changes within this proposal 
included; a reduction of site area; a reduction in the amount of 
hardstanding; an appropriate ecology survey was submitted; and the 
proposed fenestration was altered to make it appear more in keeping 
with the surrounding area, as well as the existing use of the site. This 
application was refused on the following grounds: 
 

 The proposed development would harm the openness and 
conflict with the purposes of including land within the Green 
Belt, as well as causing harm to the surrounding landscape 
character area. 

 
In considering the first appeal the Inspector agreed with the Council 
that while the existing building could be considered as being previously 
developed and that it could be converted under Paragraph 146(d) of 
the NPPF, it was not possible to argue that all the land within the 
application site (the majority of which had no built form) was previously 
developed. Furthermore, the inspector stated regardless of whether 
the land was previously developed or not it was still necessary to 
considered under Paragraph 146(d) whether the proposed 
development preserved the openness of the Green and whether it 
conflicted with the purposes of the Green Belt.  
 

Further to the above, the Inspector concluded that although the 
proposed conversion of the building itself would have limited impact on 
the openness and purposes of the Green Belt, he considered that its 
proposed use, changes in fenestration and potential light spill into the 
immediate area (particularly at night time) would. Furthermore, the 
Inspector considered that the proposed change of use of the land 
surrounding the stables would result in a significant encroachment into 
the Green Belt.  
 



Further to the above, as the appellant submitted an appropriate 
ecology survey as part of the second application which the Council did 
not object to, it was agreed that the second reason for refusal for the 
first application was overcome. 
 
With regards to the second appeal, the Inspector considered that the 
proposed site could be considered as all being previously developed. 
Having said this, it was still concluded the proposed use of the site, 
fenestration detailing, potential light spill and the proposed use of the 
building would fail to preserve the openness of the Green Belt and was 
therefore inappropriate development. 
 
In both cases he did not considered that there was VSCs which could 
overcome the above mentioned harm with the result that he dismissed 
both appeals. 
 
Further to the above, while the Inspector noted that there were 
inaccuracies within the officer report for the second appeal he did not 
consider that these had caused the appellant to incur unnecessary 
costs or that unreasonable behaviour had occurred. As a result he 
dismissed the cost application. 
 

6/2019/3168/FULL 

DCLG No: APP/C1950/W/20/3256217 

Appeal By: Mr T Agius 

Site: 45 Dixons Hill Close Welham Green Hatfield AL9 7EF 

Proposal: Conversion of stables to one residential dwelling 

Decision: Appeal Dismissed 

Decision Date: 24/03/2021 

Delegated or 
DMC Decision: 

Delegated 

Summary: These two appeals related to the conversion of a stable building within 
the Green Belt into a dwellinghouse, which included changes to the 
fenestration detailing of the building but did not include extensions 
alteration to the size of the built form within the site.  
 
The planning application was refused on the following grounds: 
 
• The proposed development would harm to the openness and 
would conflict with the purposes of including land within the Green Belt, 
as well as causing harm to the surrounding landscape character area. 
• The applicant had failed to submit an appropriate ecology 
survey with the result that it was not possible to assess the potential 
harm. 
 
Following the refusal of the above application, the applicant submitted 
a further application (6/2020/1817/FULL) which tried to address the 
above reasons for refusal. The key changes within this proposal 



included; a reduction of site area; a reduction in the amount of 
hardstanding; an appropriate ecology survey was submitted; and the 
proposed fenestration was altered to make it appear more in keeping 
with the surrounding area, as well as the existing use of the site. This 
application was refused on the following grounds: 
 
• The proposed development would harm the openness and 
conflict with the purposes of including land within the Green Belt, as 
well as causing harm to the surrounding landscape character area. 
 
In considering the first appeal the Inspector agreed with the Council 
that while the existing building could be considered as being previously 
developed and that it could be converted under Paragraph 146(d) of 
the NPPF, it was not possible to argue that all the land within the 
application site (the majority of which had no built form) was previously 
developed. Furthermore, the inspector stated regardless of whether 
the land was previously developed or not it was still necessary to 
considered under Paragraph 146(d) whether the proposed 
development preserved the openness of the Green and whether it 
conflicted with the purposes of the Green Belt.  
 
Further to the above, the Inspector concluded that although the 
proposed conversion of the building itself would have limited impact on 
the openness and purposes of the Green Belt, he considered that its 
proposed use, changes in fenestration and potential light spill into the 
immediate area (particularly at night time) would. Furthermore, the 
Inspector considered that the proposed change of use of the land 
surrounding the stables would result in a significant encroachment into 
the Green Belt.  
 
Further to the above, as the appellant submitted an appropriate 
ecology survey as part of the second application which the Council did 
not object to, it was agreed that the second reason for refusal for the 
first application was overcome. 
 
With regards to the second appeal, the Inspector considered that the 
proposed site could be considered as all being previously developed. 
Having said this, it was still concluded the proposed use of the site, 
fenestration detailing, potential light spill and the proposed use of the 
building would fail to preserve the openness of the Green Belt and was 
therefore inappropriate development. 
 

In both cases he did not considered that there was VSCs which could 
overcome the above mentioned harm with the result that he dismissed 
both appeals. 
 

Further to the above, while the Inspector noted that there were 
inaccuracies within the officer report for the second appeal he did not 
consider that these had caused the appellant to incur unnecessary 
costs or that unreasonable behaviour had occurred. As a result he 
dismissed the cost application. 

6/2020/1619/FULL 



DCLG No: APP/C1950/W/20/3261984 

Appeal By: Mr Brian Comer 

Site: Tylersley Farm Tylers Causeway Newgate Street Hertford SG13 8QN 

Proposal: Erection of 3x dwellings and garages following demolition of existing 
buildings 

Decision: Appeal Dismissed 

Decision Date: 29/03/2021 

Delegated or 
DMC Decision: 

Delegated 

Summary: The application was refused on the following grounds: 
 

 The proposed development was inappropriate development 
within the Green Belt by definition, with further substantial harm 
caused by its impact on the openness of the Green Belt and 
because it would conflict with the purposes of including land 
within the Green Belt. 

 The proposed dwellings would fail to conserve, maintain, 
enhance or strengthen the rural character of the surrounding 
landscape character area. 

 The proposed dwellings were in an unsustainable location 
because the site was located remoteness from existing services 
and facilitates. 

 
While it was argued within the refusal of the application that it was not 
considered that the site was all previously developed the Inspector 
took the view that it was all previously developed with the result that it 
was necessary to assess whether the development complied with 
145(g) of the NPPF. While the Inspector noted the fallback positions 
presented by the appellant he concluded that the proposed 
development would have a materially greater impact on the openness 
of the Green Belt than the fallback position with the result that he 
considered that the proposed development failed to accord with 
Paragraph 145(g) of the NPPF. In addition, he considered that while 
the appellant had made a case that the development could be 
acceptable under 145(d), as this could only relate to the dwelling and 
residential outbuildings, and the fallback position would result in 
replacement buildings which would be materially larger than those they 
replaced the development would fail to meet this criteria. Furthermore, 
he concluded that the proposed development would result in an 
unacceptable loss of openness to the Green Belt and would conflict 
with the purposes of including hand within the Green Belt. 
 
Further to the above, while the Inspector judged that the proposed 
development in terms of size and scale would have an impact on the 
visual amenities of the Green Belt, it was concluded that the 
development would not result in unacceptable harm to the character 
and appearance of the area. As a result, the Inspector did not agree 
with this reason for refusal.  
 



With regards to the sustainability of the location, the Inspector agreed 
that the site’s remote location and lack of appropriate access to 
services and facilitates made it unacceptable. He did not agree with 
the appellant’s argument that because more things could now be 
ordered online that this meant the site was not unsustainable. 
 
As a consequence of the above the Inspector dismissed this appeal. 
 

6/2020/1427/FULL 

DCLG No: APP/C1950/W/20/3263502 

Appeal By: Ms L Lucas 

Site: 14 Great North Road Welwyn AL6 0PL 

Proposal: Erection of a single storey side extension, front porch infill extension 
and extension of existing ramp access. 

Decision: Appeal Dismissed 

Decision Date: 31/03/2021 

Delegated or 
DMC Decision: 

Delegated 

Summary: This was an appeal following the refusal of a full application for the 
erection of a single storey side extension, front porch infill extension 
and extension of existing ramp access to a property currently under a 
mixed use children’s day nursery (use Class D1) and a one-bedroom 
residential unit (use Class C3). 
 
The planning application was refused on grounds of inappropriate 
development in the Green Belt, loss of Green Belt openness, and harm 
to the character and appearance of the area. 
 
Green Belt  
 
The site currently contains the host building, a garage and a summer 
house. The inspector states that while in close proximity, the 
outbuildings are separate from the main building and therefore do not 
constitute extensions. Nevertheless, it was stated that the proposed 
side extension, at 66sqm, would still significantly increase the floor 
area of the original building. It was therefore considered that the 
increase in floorspace to be a disproportionate addition. It was also 
stated that this element of the scheme would result in an adverse 
effect on the spatial openness of the Green Belt. 
 
The inspector agreed that the front extension and ramp extension 
would have a modest footprint and therefore would not individually 
constitute disproportionate additions.  
 
Character and appearance of area  
 
The Inspector agreed that the proposed side extension would appear 
discordant against the modest character and appearance of the host 



building and that the front extension would visually dominate the front 
elevation of the host building.  
 
Limited weight was attached to the evidence regarding the need for 
improved nursery provision in response to the current pandemic due to 
the lack of substantial evidence to demonstrate that there are no other 
avenues available. Therefore the substantial weight given to Green 
Belt harm was not clearly outweighed by the other considerations 
sufficient to demonstrate very special circumstances.   
 
The appeal was dismissed. 
 

6/2020/1190/TPO 

DCLG No: APP/TPO/C1950/7979 

Appeal By: Ms R Ingram 

Site: Northfield Woodfield Lane Hatfield AL9 6JJ 

Proposal: Fell 1 x Oak tree under TPO3 G62 

Decision: Appeal Dismissed 

Decision Date: 12/04/2021 

Delegated or 
DMC Decision: 

Delegated 

Summary: Main points: That the loss of the oak tree would result in significant 
harm to the character of the area. Any reason for removal of the tree 
would need to be compelling. The Inspector found no substantial 
evidence that the tree was in a dangerous condition despite a letter 
from the appellant’s tree surgeon stating it was a hazard and the 
appellant’s statement that the tree was rotting, suffering branch loss 
and casing a hazard to users of the house, driveway and those 
passing by. 
 

On the evidence available the Inspector was not satisfied that there is 
sufficient justification for the felling of the oak tree at this time. The 
appeal was dismissed. 

6/2020/0232/TPO 

DCLG No: APP/TPO/C1950/7839 

Appeal By: Mr G McCaughey 

Site: 16 Wendover Drive Welwyn AL6 9LT 

Proposal: Reduce 1x Douglas fir tree by 2m  
Fell 1x Douglas fir tree 

Decision: Appeal Dismissed 

Decision Date: 13/04/2021 

Delegated or 
DMC Decision: 

Delegated 

Summary: Main points: Whether the works would have an adverse effect on the 



setting in Welwyn Village Historic Core Conservation Area and whether 
sufficient justification for those works has been given. 
 
The Inspector concluded the proposed work would be detrimental to 
the setting of the Conservation Area and insufficient evidence has 
been provided to justify the works. The appeal was dismissed. 
 

ENF/2017/0159 

DCLG No: APP/C1950/F/19/3243041 

Appeal By: Mr James Cunningham 

Site: The Sun Inn Judge's Hill Northaw Potters Bar EN6 4NL 

Proposal: Unauthorised works to a Listed Building 

Decision: Appeal Dismissed 

Decision Date: 26/04/2021 

Delegated or 
DMC Decision: 

Delegated 

Summary: The Council issued a listed building enforcement notice on 11 
November 2019 seeking the removal of a large rear extension and 
extractor flues from the listed building. 
 
The grounds of appeal: 
 
Ground (e) – This ground is that listed building consent should be 
granted for the unauthorised works.  
 
The Inspector considered that the unauthorised works failed to 
preserve the special interest and setting of the listed building and the 
character and appearance of Northaw Conservation Area contrary to 
the expectations of the 1990 Act. Consequently, the appeal on ground 
(e) failed. 
 
Ground (j) – That the steps required exceed what is necessary to 
alleviate the effect of the works to the building. 
 
The Inspector found that only the complete removal of the 
unauthorised works, their fixtures and fittings and the making good of 
any damage to the listed building would restore the listed building to its 
former condition. Consequently, the appeal on ground (j) failed.  
 
Ground (h) - The compliance period is too short. 
The Inspector extended the compliance period from two months to six 
months given that the pub has a new owner and the ongoing Covid 
pandemic. Consequently, the appeal on ground (h) succeeded.  
 
In summary, the appeal was dismissed.  

ENF/2019/0004 

DCLG No: APP/C1950/C/20/3259665 



Appeal By: George Anastasiou 

Site: 15 Northaw Road West Northaw Potters Bar EN6 4NW 

Proposal: Rear extension erected without planning permission  

Decision: Appeal Dismissed 

Decision Date: 26/04/2021 

Delegated or 
DMC Decision: 

Delegated 

Summary: The Council issued an enforcement notice on 18 August 2020 seeking 
the removal of an unauthorised single storey rear and side extension.  
The notice required either the removal of the unauthorised 
development or for it to be modified in accordance with a previously 
granted planning permission.  
 
The grounds of appeal: 
 
Ground (e) – copies of the notice were not served as required by 
section 172. 
 
The appellant claimed that the notice was not served correctly because 
it did not include the explanatory notes on how to appeal to the 
Planning Inspectorate. The Inspector recognised that the notice 
contained all of the required information. Consequently, the appeal on 
ground (e) failed.  
 
Ground (f) – the steps required to comply with the notice are 
excessive. 
 
The notice required the appellant to either demolish the unauthorised 
development or modify it to comply with a previously granted planning 
permission. The Inspector found that the steps set down in the notice 
were not excessive. Consequently, the appeal on ground (f) failed.  
 
Ground (g) – the compliance period given is too short.  
 
The appellant argued that the compliance period of four months should 
be extended to three years. The Inspector considered that the 
compliance period given was sufficient to achieve compliance. 
Consequently, the appeal on ground (g) failed.  
 
All three grounds of appeal failed and the appeal was dismissed.  

6/2020/1084/LAWP 

DCLG No: APP/C1950/X/20/3260328 

Appeal By: Mr & Mrs Swan 

Site: Clematis Cottage Ayot Little Green Lane Ayot St Peter Welwyn AL6 
9BD 

Proposal: Certificate of lawfulness for the erection of outbuilding 



Decision: Appeal Allowed 

Decision Date: 26/04/2021 

Delegated or 
DMC Decision: 

Delegated 

Summary: This was an appeal following the refusal of a Certificate of lawfulness 
for the erection of a Class E outbuilding consisting of a gym, sauna, 
spa, hot tub, WC and snooker area. 
 
The Certificate was refused on grounds that the applicant has failed to 
demonstrate that the proposed outbuilding is reasonably required for 
purposes incidental to the enjoyment of the dwellinghouse.  This was 
because it had not been made clear why all of the intended uses need 
to be provided in the proposed outbuilding and cannot be 
accommodated, at least in part, within the existing converted 
outbuilding or the existing dwelling. The size of the outbuilding was 
also considered significant compared to that of the dwelling. 
 
The Inspector agreed that the size of the building would be relatively 
large but stated that it would be set within a large plot and would not 
exceed the footprint of the main building. The inspector also stated that 
the proposed facilities provided in the outbuilding would likely be 
ancillary to the domestic leisure uses that current exist on site given its 
distance to the main residence. The Inspector was also satisfied that 
the activities for which the outbuilding is required could not reasonably 
be accommodated within the dwelling or the existing converted 
outbuilding due to the relatively restrictive floor to ceiling heights of the 
main house and limited size of the converted outbuilding.  
 
Overall, the Inspector considered there to be sufficient detail provided 
to demonstrate, on the balance of probability, that the proposed 
development is reasonably required for purposes incidental to the 
enjoyment of the dwellinghouse. 
 
The appeal was subsequently allowed 

ENF/2019/0081 

DCLG No: APP/C1950/C/20/3259464 

Appeal By: Amy Victoria Pattison 

Site: 51 School Lane Welwyn AL6 9PL 

Proposal: Outbuilding erected without planning permission  

Decision: Appeal Allowed 

Decision Date: 04/05/2021 

Delegated or 
DMC Decision: 

Delegated 

Summary: The alleged breach of planning control relates to a relatively large 
outbuilding within the rear garden area of 51 School Lane. 
 



There is an enforcement notice which relates to the operational 
development and not a change of use of this building. 
 
In 2018 the Council granted a certificate of lawfulness (LDC) in respect 
of the erection of an outbuilding, which followed the earlier refused of 
an LDC application for an outbuilding on the site.  By April 2019, the 
outbuilding that is the subject of the enforcement notice had been 
constructed.  In May 2019 a planning application was submitted to 
change the use of the outbuilding to a self-contained dwelling, which 
was refused and the subsequent appeal dismissed. 
 
This ground of appeal is that those matters, if they occurred did not 
constitute a breach of planning control.   
 
The Inspector found that the outbuilding has not been built in 
accordance with the LDC in 2018.  The Inspector found that the raising 
of the ground levels constitutes an engineering operation and the 
development therefore requires planning permission. 
 
The main issue is the effect of the development on the character and 
appearance of the surrounding area.  The Inspector found that the 
building on site does not have a significantly greater impact on the 
character and appearance of the area than the building that could be 
constructed under the 2018 LDC.  For those reasons he found that the 
appeal succeeds on ground a) and planning permission is granted and 
the enforcement notice is quashed. 
 
An application for costs was made, however the Inspector concluded 
that unreasonable behaviour resulting in unnecessary expense during 
the appeal process has not been demonstrated and the award of costs 
was refused. 
 

6/2020/1768/HOUSE 

DCLG No: APP/C1950/D/20/3262013 

Appeal By:  Mr & Mrs Wagg 

Site: 57 The Ridgeway Cuffley Potters Bar EN6 4BD 

Proposal: Increase ridge height to provide full first floor. Two storey side and rear 
extensions, with front porch canopy. 

Decision: Appeal Allowed with Conditions 

Decision Date: 06/05/2021 

Delegated or 
DMC Decision: 

Delegated 

Summary: The key issues in this case were associated with the Green Belt. 
 
Appropriateness  
The inspector appears to describe the existing building (a chalet style 
dwelling) as the original.  Nevertheless, he concluded that the 
extensions would result in disproportionate additions and therefore 



amount inappropriate development in the Green Belt  
 
Openness 
The Inspector considered that the proposal would reduce the 
openness of the Green Belt.  However, due to the built-up context, the 
harm to openness would be very limited. 
 
Character and appearance  
The Inspector considered that while the extensions would not be 
subordinate in scale to the existing dwelling, the extended dwelling 
would complement the variety found within the street.  He concluded in 
this respect that the proposal would not harm the character and 
appearance of the area. 
 
Very Special Circumstances 
The Inspector found the very special circumstances submitted by the 
appellant compelling.  He considered that the proposal would help 
deliver some fundamental and necessary improvements for the 
existing occupants which would provide significant and demonstrable 
social benefits.  The Inspector gave this matter more than substantial 
weight and he was satisfied that it is a level of weight which would 
clearly outweigh the harm to the Green Belt.  The appeal was 
subsequently allowed. 

6/2020/1783/HOUSE 

DCLG No: APP/C1950/D/20/3266124 

Appeal By: Mr O'Donnell 

Site: 3 Broom Hill Welwyn AL6 0SF 

Proposal: Erection of a single storey front, rear and side extension, construction 
of a new twin roof system with increase in the ridge height, installation 
of rooflights and alterations to openings following demolition of three 
front bay windows and existing single storey side extension 

Decision: Appeal Allowed with Conditions 

Decision Date: 14/05/2021 

Delegated or 
DMC Decision: 

Delegated 

Summary: The planning application was refused on grounds that the resultant 
dwelling, by virtue of the design of the butterfly roof and the proposed 
slate/vertical composite cladding would appear jarring and contrived, 
resulting in poor quality design that would detract from the appearance 
of the original dwelling and the character and appearance of the area. 
 
The Inspector states that whilst the proposed extensions would result 
in a contemporary design that would significantly alter the appearance 
of the dwelling, it would retain the general scale and massing of the 
existing bungalow, which is characteristic of the area. It was also 
stated that due the location of the dwelling on a narrow lane set behind 
a larger neighbouring building, the proposed roof form would not be 
unduly visible within the street scene. Consideration was also given to 



the mixed street scene where dwellings vary in scale, design and in the 
materials used in their construction. 
 
As a result, the Inspector did not consider that the proposal would 
harm the character and appearance of the host dwelling or the 
surrounding area.  The appeal was subsequently allowed. 

 

 
  

 


