
Part I 

Executive Member: Councillor Perkins 

WELWYN HATFIELD BOROUGH COUNCIL 

ESTATE MANAGEMENT APPEAL PANEL – 15 JUNE 2017 

REPORT OF THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR (PUBLIC PROTECTION, PLANNING 

AND GOVERNANCE) 

W6/2015/0739/EM 

56 BROOMHILLS WELWYN GARDEN CITY AL7 1RD 

RETENTION OF VEHICLE HARDSTANDING, NEW PATHWAY AND SHRUBBERY 

APPLICANT: Mrs T Mjekiqi 

(Haldens) 

 

1. Background 

1.1. This is an appeal against the refusal of Estate Management Consent for the 

retention of landscaping works. The application (W6/2015/0739/EM) was 

refused on the 27 April 2017 for the following reason: 

“The retention of the landscaping works which have taken place, by virtue of 

the inappropriateness of the balance of soft and hard landscaping and the 

removal of the front facing hedgerow screening would harm the values and 

amenities of the street scene. The frontage results in visually prominent car 

parking in contrast with the rest of the street which, for the most part, retains 

soft landscape screening of parked vehicles. No justification, individual 

circumstances or other considerations have been put forth which would 

outweigh the identified harm. Accordingly, the proposed retention of the 

landscaping works conflicts with the aims, targets and purposes of policies 

EM3 and EM4 of the Welwyn Garden City Estate Management Scheme.” 

2. Site Description 

2.1. The site contains a two storey terraced dwelling with an attached garage 

projecting to the front on the west side of the dwelling. This results in an L 

shaped frontage wrapping around the garage. The frontage is approximately 

4.6m deep from the garage, and approximately 11.6m deep from the front of 

the main part of the two storey dwelling. 

2.2. The original design of the area in terms of frontages was hard surface driveway 

leading to the garage with hard surface footpaths for access to the front doors 

of the property. By virtue of the layout of the properties, this resulted in double-

width shared dropped kerbs, with lengths of front facing hedgerow between the 

driveways.   

2.3. Development within the area has resulted in some properties hard surfacing 

behind front facing hedgerows, as well as some reductions in the width of front 

facing hedgerows. No.62 Broomhills in particular hosts a similar balance of 

hard and soft landscaping with a lack of front facing screening. There is no 



record of Estate Management Consent having been given for the works which 

have taken place at No.62, and as such, it is not considered that a precedent 

has been set. 

3. The Proposal 

3.1. The proposal is for the retention of landscaping works to the frontage of the 

property. The existing frontage is entirely hard surfaced to a depth of 

approximately 4.5m level with the front of the garage. The remaining frontage 

beside the garage hosts a hard surfaced footpath between two planting areas. 

The boundary between the host dwelling and No.58 Broomhills is currently a 

hedgerow. 

4. Estate Management History 

4.1. None. 

5. Policy 

5.1. Estate Management Scheme Policies (October 2008). 

EM3 – Soft Landscaping. 

EM4 – Hard Landscaping. 

6. Representations Received 

6.1. No representations have been received in relation to the appeals process. 

6.2. One representation was received during the consideration of the application 

which expressed support for the landscaping works. 

7. Discussion 

7.1. This is an appeal against the refusal of Estate Management Consent. The 

appellant’s letter of appeal is attached at Appendix 1, and the original officer’s 

report for application referenced W6/2015/0739/EM, is attached at Appendix 2. 

7.2. The key issue in the determination of this appeal is the impact of the 

landscaping works on the amenities and values of the surrounding area. 

7.3. Hard landscaping is considered acceptable when it would maintain the 

amenities and values of the street scene in which it is located by achieving a 

balance between hard and soft landscaping.  

7.4. Soft landscaping, in relation to works to trees and hedgerows, is considered to 

not harm the character and amenities of the area where the proposal would not 

result in the loss of any existing hedgerows other than the minimum required for 

vehicular access or sufficient justification for the works have been given and 

other considerations apply. 

7.5. The Existing (Previous) block plan provided with the application shows that, 

prior to the proposed landscaping works taking place, the frontage was 

indicative of its original condition. The front facing hedgerow and soft 



landscaping covered more than half the width of the frontage. The front facing 

hedgerow would have provided a good level of screening to any vehicles 

parked upon the driveway. It is considered that the previous layout contributed 

highly to the values and amenities of the street in which it was located. 

7.6. Considerations in regards to the nature of the proposed landscaping in terms of 

whether or not it achieves an appropriate balance of hard and soft landscaping 

and whether there is sufficient justification or other circumstances which 

overcome the harm resultant from the removal of more than the minimum 

required of front facing hedgerow, is discussed within the Officer Report. It was 

concluded that the landscaping works would harm the values and amenities of 

the street in which the frontage is located. 

7.7. The appellant’s grounds of appeal begins with the length of time taken to make 

a decision in this case. It is regrettable that this application was not decided 

within the 8 week target for Estate Management applications. On occasion, 

when an application has not been decided within its deadline, and largely when 

an application is retrospective, making matters more sensitive, it does take 

longer to come to a decision, however, it is accepted that the delay in reaching 

a decision was too long. Whilst this application has taken a long time to be 

decided, the delay does not affect whether or not a proposal, or proposed 

retention in this case, complies or conflicts with relevant policies. 

7.8. The appellant’s statement makes reference to the houses in the area not being 

uniform in any sense, with “high hedges, low hedges, very small (50 inches or 

under) hedges, fences. Walls or shrubs of some description. Therefore, the 

precedent to change the look of houses on the estate has long since been set”.  

7.9. The appellants grounds of appeal continues to refute whether or not the 

balance of hard landscaping is appropriate taking full regard of the sites 

context. Furthermore, the appellant asks whether or not properties in the area 

have been granted Estate Management Consent for certain developments.  

7.10. Overall, it is considered that the grounds of appeal amount to a belief that a 

precedent has been set and that the balance of hard and soft landscaping is 

appropriate based on the existing condition of the immediate vicinity. 

7.11. Notwithstanding the fact that each proposal should be assessed on its own 

merits, and different applications have individual circumstances, below is a list 

of proposals within Broomhills which have applied for Estate Management 

Consent since 2008 when the current policies were applied. 

7.12. 6/2016/2103/EM – 47 Broomhills: Created 3m width in hardstanding on the 

longer part of the frontage. In terms of width, 50% retained as soft landscaping 

with beech hedge screening. Granted. 

7.13. 6/2015/1511/EM – 35 Broomhills: Introduced hardstanding for one parking 

space to the front of the property with 50% soft landscaping and retention of 

hedgerow screening. Granted. 



7.14. W6/2013/0982/EM – 41 Broomhills: Resulted in near 100% hard landscaping 

with shrubs to the front providing screening and shrubs near the front elevation. 

Granted. 

7.15. W6/2012/2322/EM – 29 Broomhills: Near 100% hard landscaping with 2m high, 

2.3m wide front hedging to screen and enhanced side shrubbery boundary with 

No.27 Broomhills. Granted. 

7.16. W6/2010/2478/EM – 82 Broomhills: 6m deep and 3m wide hardstanding 

installed (sufficient for the parking of one vehicle), some hedge retained to the 

front and gate installed. Granted. 

7.17. W6/2008/1752/EM – 37 Broomhills: 100% hard surfacing with complete hedge 

screening. Refused. 

7.18. The above listed Estate Management history in the street scene was given full 

consideration during the formation of the Officer Report. Some of the properties 

listed within the appellant’s statement applied for Consent prior to 2008, and 

others, especially properties in Daniells, are not considered to impact the street 

in which the frontage is located, and thereby have little impact on the 

assessment as to whether the landscaping harms “the amenities and values of 

the street scene in which it is located”.  

7.19. The above list shows very different proposals to the one subject to this appeal 

being given consent under the current Estate Management Policies. The site 

circumstances in terms of frontages are different to the host site, and the 

proposals always retain front facing screening to soften the impact of parked 

vehicles. Accordingly, it is not considered that this decision has gone against 

any precedent set in the street scene which has been granted Estate 

Management Consent. 

7.20. Furthermore, the condition of the street scene was given full consideration in 

coming to a decision on whether the retention of the landscaping works would 

harm or maintain the values and amenities of the street. Prior to the decision 

being made, a site visit was made. This site visit informed the judgement that 

hedgerow screening of parked vehicles continues to be important to the values 

and amenities of the street scene. 

7.21. Precedent does play a part in decision making when considering applications 

for Estate Management Consent. In this case, it would be very difficult to resist 

similar proposals within the immediate street scene if this proposal were given 

Estate Management Consent. In that light, the proposal should not be seen in 

isolation, but the impact of the proposal be considered cumulatively if the others 

within the area were to apply for the same level of hard surfacing without any 

screening. 

8. Conclusion 

8.1. No additional evidence or information has been put forth in the appellant’s 

statement which adds to or would alter the recommendation and decision in the 

application referenced W6/2015/0739/EM. When assessing whether any harm 



would result from the balance of hard and soft landscaping retained, as well as 

the removal of any hedgerow screening, full consideration is given to the 

existing condition of the street scene. In this case, giving consent for the 

retention of the hard surfacing and loss of front facing hedgerow would cause 

harm to the values and amenities of the street scene. Accordingly, the retention 

of the landscaping works which have taken place would fail to accord with 

Policies EM3 and EM4 of the Welwyn Garden City Estate Management 

Scheme. 

9. Recommendation 

9.1. That the Members uphold the delegated decision and dismiss the appeal. 

Sam Dicocco, (Development Management Officer) 

Date: 30 May 2017 

Background papers: 

Appendix 1: Appellants grounds of appeal 

Appendix 2: Original delegated officer’s report 

Appendix 3: Photos of houses in the street 

 



 


