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6/2020/1487/LAWP 

DCLG No: APP/C1950/X/20/3263973 

Appeal By: Mr William Englander 

Site: Skyborne 21 Kentish Lane Hatfield AL9 6NG 

Proposal: Certificate of lawfulness for the replacement of outbuilding 

Decision: Appeal Dismissed 

Decision Date: 12/07/2021 

Delegated or 
DMC Decision: 

Delegated 

Summary: This appeal related to a certificate of lawfulness for the replacement of 
an outbuilding (the existing pool house) in Hatfield. The proposed 
outbuilding would incorporate a store, massage room, sauna, changing 
room and a toilet, a gym/ yoga study, a boxing area and a 
refreshments area.   
 
The application was refused because it had not been demonstrated 
that the outbuilding was reasonably required and that the use could not 
be met (or partially met) within the dwellinghouse. 
 
The Inspector noted that the part of the proposed outbuilding where 
there would be a sauna, changing room and other related facilities 
would largely be a replacement for an existing pool building which was 
to be demolished. Whilst the next two sections of the building for 
‘gym/yoga study’ and ‘yoga+boxing area’ appear to be on the large 
size, given the numbers of occupants of the main dwelling and 
associated persons, the size was considered reasonable. 
 
The Council pointed out that another outbuilding on site is used as an 
office (formerly a gym) and that there is a large study/office in the main 
dwelling and that no satisfactory reason had been given as to why both 
were needed. The Inspector accepted that office space needed to be 
separate due to the businesses that are run from the property 
combined with the ever-increasing trend of working from home, which 
has been accelerated due to COVID. 
 
Regarding the proposed refreshment area, the Inspector concluded 
that whilst it may sometimes have a business use as an office space to 



hold meetings, the main intended use was as a refreshment area and 
that there was little evidence to show that the businesses couldn’t 
operate without such an area. The Inspector also noted that the house 
is only a short distance away and if the family were enjoying space 
outside by the pool, it would not be dependent on having a dedicated 
refreshment area. Finally, the Inspector saw little reason why the 
gym/yoga areas could not be adapted to accommodate a refreshment 
space for users of the gym and for socialising. 
 
The Inspector therefore concluded that the area would effectively be 
an extension of the primary living accommodation of the main dwelling 
rather than for uses incidental to it. He noted that, in fact and degree, 
the development applied for was not reasonably required for purposes 
incidental to the enjoyment of the dwellinghouse. 
 
The appeal was dismissed. 
 

 

 

 

  

   

 


