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WELWYN HATFIELD BOROUGH COUNCIL 
ESTATE MANAGEMENT APPEAL PANEL – 24 AUGUST 2017 
REPORT OF THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR (PUBLIC PROTECTION, PLANNING 
AND GOVERNANCE) 
 
6/2017/0492/EM 

47 BROOMHILLS, WELWYN GARDEN CITY, AL7 1RE 

ERECTION OF A SINGLE STOREY REAR EXTENSION 

APPLICANT: Mr M. Rhodes 

(Haldens) 

1 Background 

1.1 This is an appeal against the refusal of Estate Management Consent for the 
erection of a single storey rear extension. The application (6/2017/0492/EM) 
was refused for the following reason:  

           The proposal, by virtue of its pitched roof design, would not be in keeping with 
the character and appearance of the application property and the surrounding 
properties.  It would fail to represent high quality design, and would be 
detrimental to the amenities and values of the Garden City.  Accordingly, the 
proposal would be contrary to Policy EM1 of the Estate Management 
Scheme.                

2 Site Description 

2.1 The subject property is a two storey mid-terraced dwelling house. The 
property is situated within a group of eight similarly designed properties 
located on the northern side of Broomhills close to the junction with 
Strawfields. The surrounding area is predominantly residential in nature.   

 
2.2 Within the terrace in which number 47 is located (numbers 39-55 odd) there 

are two rear extensions within the wider row of terraces located on the 
northern side of Broomhills there are a number of flat roof and conservatory 
type rear extensions.   
 

3 The Proposal 

3.1  The original application sought Estate Management consent for the erection 
of a rear extension with a height of approximately 3.7m, an eaves height of 
approximately 2.3m and a width of approximately 6.1m. Its proposed depth 
was approximately 3.5m. The extension was designed with a solid pitched 
roof with three rooflights. 

 



4 Relevant Estate Management History 

4.1 Application Number: 6/2016/2738/EM Decision: Granted Decision Date: 
02 March 2017 
Proposal: Erection of new lean-to conservatory to rear of property and 
removal of rear hedge between property no.47 and no.49.  
 

4.2 Application Number: 6/2017/1511/EM Decision: Granted Decision Date: 
11 August 2017 
Proposal: Erection of single storey rear extension with flat roof. 

 
5 Policy 

5.1 Estate Management Scheme Policies (October 2008): 

5.2 EM1 – Extensions and Alterations 

6 Discussion 
 
6.1 This is an appeal against the refusal for Estate Management Consent. The 

appellant’s letter of appeal is attached at Appendix 1 and the delegated 
officer’s report for application 6/2017/0492/EM, is attached at Appendix 2.  

 
6.2      The key issue in the determination of this appeal is the impact the 

development would have on the amenities and values of the subject property 
and the surrounding area of Welwyn Garden City.   

 
6.3     The proposal is for a single storey rear extension designed with a pitched roof.  

Policy EM1 of the Estates Management Scheme outlines that extensions and 
alterations to existing properties will only be allowed if they are in keeping with 
the design, appearance, materials and architectural detailing used in the 
existing building and do not have a detrimental impact on the amenities and 
values of the surrounding area or the residential amenity of adjoining 
occupiers. Therefore with all applications submitted to the Council an 
assessment is made with regard to the design and appearance of a proposal 
and a judgement in that regard is then made. 

 
6.4 In this instance, whilst there is no objection to the principle of a single storey 

rear extension to the property, the refusal relates specifically to the 
introduction of a full width extension with a pitched roof. In the Garden City 
single storey extensions are generally expected to be designed with a flat roof 
which is there to limit the impact of the development on the rear elevation and 
maintain a consistency with the design and appearance of single storey 
extensions.  Generally, extensions with solid mono-pitch roof forms are not 
consistent with the style of flat roofed single storey extensions which are 
prolific within Welwyn Garden City’s Estates Management areas.  

 
6.5 The front of the properties within Broomhills are characterised by flat-roof 

single storey structures that contribute to the amenities and values of the area 
and the Garden City. The quality of the architecture in this area has largely 
been maintained with flat-roof extensions and additions being a typical 



feature. To the rear, numerous flat-roof extensions have been approved and 
there are examples of conservatory type extensions within the local area in 
keeping with the ethos of the Garden City for single storey extensions. 

 
6.6 The terrace in which the property is situated (nos. 39-55 odd) has an exposed 

first floor rear elevation that can be viewed from Herns Way. Single storey 
extensions with pitched roofs could dominate this first floor rear elevation if 
every property carried out such an extension. Sloping roofs of differing pitches 
and design would be much more apparent in the street scene and could erode 
this otherwise unaltered rear view.  On the other hand, single storey 
extensions that generally rise no more than approximately 3.0m in height are 
less apparent and usually remain subordinate to the host dwelling, whilst also 
maintaining the architectural quality and features at first floor.  

 
6.7 The introduction of a full width extension, with a pitched roof, rather than a flat 

roof would represent a more dominating form of development to the rear of 
this row of properties that would be harmful to the amenities and values of the 
property itself and to the wider surrounding area. In addition, it would not 
reflect the design and architectural detailing of the property, which features a 
single storey flat roof element to the front of the property. 

 
6.8 The appellant highlights a rear extension located at number 43 Broomhills. 

This was granted consent in December 2015. He explains that the proposal 
“seeks to match the closet built extension that is a pitched roof and would 
therefore maintain the existing character and appearance of the area”.  

 
6.9 It is appreciated that an application for a single storey rear extension designed 

with a pitched roof was approved at number 43 Broomhills.  However, this is 
an anomaly and all other single storey extensions within the terrace and 
adjacent terraces on this side of Broomhills are flat roof or conservatory type 
extensions, typical of the Garden City. The extension at number 43 is at odds 
with the majority of other extensions, which are designed with a flat roof which 
is consistent with the requirements of the Estates Management Scheme 
(EMS).  As a result, this extension unfortunately stands out as an incongruous 
addition which could be considered to be harmful to the EMS and 
demonstrates why such extensions should not be approved. Therefore whilst 
that approved extension has been approved, it should not be repeated again, 
which would further harm and erode the EMS.  The case officer viewed the 
extension at number 43. However as referred to above, it provides no weight 
in this application, especially given the predominance of flat roof single storey 
extensions in the nearby vicinity of the site.  

 
6.10 The appellant also makes reference to another rear extension with a pitched 

roof at number 20 Windhill. This extension at number 20 Windhill is some 
distance from the appeal property. Whilst it is appreciated that it is evident 
within the streetscape its solid sloping roof dominates the rear elevation and is 
out of keeping within the terrace. It would not be viewed in the same context 
as the appeal property, given its location, so it is also given no weight in any 
assessment.  

 



6.11 The appellant states that “the rear of the property where the appellant’s 
proposal is sited, backs onto an area of dense vegetation and trees, before 
meeting the road, ‘Herns Way’. The proposal cannot be easily viewed from 
any surrounding public vantage point”  

 
6.12 It is considered that although there is vegetation to the rear of the site along 

the public footpath on Herns Way, views of the rear of the terrace are 
possible. These views would be even more evident in the winter months when 
the trees are not in leaf. In any event, even though views of the rear may be 
obscured for part of the year by the trees, this does not overcome the 
identified harm to the property or terrace as a whole.  

 
6.13 The appellant mentions the impact on neighbouring occupiers. However, the 

proposal was not refused in relation to the impact on neighbouring occupiers 
and no objections are raised by others in this regard. 

 
6.14 It is noted that the appellant has submitted an application for a single storey 

extension with a flat roof. This application has now been determined 
favourably and demonstrates that there is no compelling reason why the 
development cannot progress with a flat roof rear extension.   

 
8 Conclusion  
 
8.1 The proposal for a full width extension, with a sloping roof, rather than a flat 

roof would represent a more dominating form of development to the rear of 
this row of properties. The proposal is not reflective of the character and 
appearance of the dwelling or the terrace and would have a detrimental 
impact on the amenities and values of the surrounding area and the Garden 
City as a whole. This conflicts with Policy EM1 of the Estate Management 
Scheme. 

 
9 Recommendation 
 
9.1 That Members uphold the delegated decision and dismiss the appeal. 
 
 
Sarah Madyausiku (Development Management) 
Date: 02 August 2017 
 
Background Information 
Appendix 1: Appellant’s Statement (and attachments) 
Appendix 2: Officer Report 
 



 
 


