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WELWYN HATFIELD BOROUGH COUNCIL 

ESTATE MANAGEMENT SCHEME PANEL – 24 August 2017 

REPORT OF THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR (PUBLIC PROTECTION, PLANNING 
AND GOVERNANCE) 
 
6/2016/2572/EM 

60 KIRKLANDS WELWYN GARDEN CITY AL8 7RD 

FORMATION OF HARDSTANDING 

APPLICANT: Mr J Cunningham 

(Sherrards) 

 

1 Background 

 

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

formation of hardstanding. The application (6/2016/2572/EM) was refused on 

the 27 April 2017 for the following reason: 

“The proposal would result in the partial loss of continuous hedgerow along the 

boundary of properties in this part of Kirklands. The loss of hedgerow would 

adversely affect the appearance of the streetscene and would be detrimental to 

the visual amenities and values of the Welwyn Garden City Estate 

Management Scheme. In this regard the proposal is considered to be contrary 

to Policy EM4 of the Welwyn Garden City Estate Management Scheme.” 

1.2. It is noted that the reason for refusal is principally in regards to the loss of 

hedgerow. The loss of hedgerow over and above the minimum required for 

vehicular access fails to comply with policy EM4 of the Welwyn Garden City 

Estate Management Scheme. Furthermore, the loss of trees or hedgerows 

which harm the character and amenities of the area would not accord with 

policy EM3 of the Welwyn Garden City Estate Management Scheme. It is 

considered that the lack of reference to policy EM3 in the reason for refusal is 

typographic error only, as the reasoning remains clear. 

 

2 Site Description 

2.1. The site contains a two storey mid-terraced dwelling on the north side of 

Kirklands. The properties within the terrace are set back from the road and 

benefit from soft landscaped gardens fronted by a consistent hedgerow, with 

gaps for pedestrian access. There is one on-site parking space on the end 

property to the eastern extent of the terrace. 

2.2. The street scene hosts another terrace of properties opposite the host site, 

which have a shorter frontage on which two of the mid-terraced properties have 

hardstanding for parking. 



3 The Proposal 

3.1. The proposal is for the installation of a hard surface to the front of the dwelling 

measuring 3.5m by 5.5m, alongside the creation of vehicular access involving 

the removal of 3.5m width of hedge. 

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. No representations were received during the determination of the application. 

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 6/2016/2572/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 to maintain the amenities and values of the 

street scene in which it is located where the balance between hard and soft 

landscaping is considered sufficiently appropriate.  

7.4. The Council aims to ensure that a significant proportion, around 50%, is 

retained as landscaped ‘greenery’ to retain the appearance and ethos of the 

Garden City, unless individual circumstances indicate that this would not be 

appropriate. 

7.5. In regards to soft landscaping, works to hedgerows will only be allowed where 

the works would not result in the loss of landscaping which would harm the 

character and amenities of the area and where sufficient justification for the 

works has been given or there are other considerations that apply. The 

complete removal of hedgerows will rarely be consented without sound 

justification and mitigation, usually in the form of replacement landscaping. 

7.6. The existing frontage contains exclusively landscaped greenery. This is 

consistent within the terrace of dwellings in which the appeal property is 

contained, with the exception of the end of terrace property to the eastern 

extent.  



7.7. Whilst the proposal would retain in excess of the 50% landscaped greenery 

aimed for within policy EM4. The proportion of hard surfacing was not objected 

to within the reason for refusal, and therefore the proportion of hard surfacing 

proposed is considered acceptable. The principle objection to the proposed 

landscaping works was, and remains, the extent of hedgerow removal 

proposed and the impact of the hedgerow removal on the values and amenities 

of the street scene.  

7.8. The appellant’s statement makes reference to on-street parking issues along 

Kirklands. The letter details the presence of the primary school within the street 

as one of the causes of the parking issues, alongside parking pressures from 

residents within the street. Additionally, it outlines that several of the local 

neighbours have no objection to the request for the driveway. 

7.9. Furthermore, the appellant states that he wishes to purchase an electric 

vehicle, which will require the car to be parks on-site in order to charge. The 

appellant also refutes the impact of the hedgerow removal and hardstanding on 

the street, with examples available of breaks in hedgerow on both sides of the 

street. 

7.10. The appellant’s grounds in regards to parking issues refers to lack of parking 

provision throughout the day and night, by reference to other residents as well 

as staff for the local primary school and pick-up/drop-off times. Whilst the 

proximity to the primary school is acknowledged, the parking issues arising 

from the proximity to the school would be intermittent throughout the day. 

7.11. The issues of on-street parking resultant from other residents in the area is 

common to most areas in Welwyn Garden City, and thereby is not considered 

to outweigh the harm to the values and amenities of the area resultant from the 

proposed works. 

7.12. Lack of neighbour objection has no mitigating impact on the amenities and 

values of street scene. It is not considered that the provision of a driveway and 

hardstanding for one on-site parking space would relieve all danger resultant 

from the existing parking issues within the street. 

7.13. The will to purchase and charge an electric car on site is acknowledged and 

commendable, however, again, this consideration has no mitigating impact on 

the harm to the street scene. 

7.14. The existing street scene, and breaks in the hedging in the immediate area 

informed the original decision. The appellant’s grounds that there are several 

breaks in the hedgerow on both sides of the street does not alter the 

professional opinion, as the circumstances of the street scene were taken into 

account in the original decision. 

7.15. It is noted that within the appeal statement, the appellant has suggested a 

reduction in the hedge removal to 2.5m in width, as well as the installation of 

hedging around the edge of the proposed hard surfacing. 



7.16. As the principle objection in this case was the extent of hedgerow removal and 

the impact on the street scene, it is considered that a reduction in the amount of 

hedgerow removal would move the proposal to more policy compliant 

landscaping works. Notwithstanding this suggestion, this appeal is for the 

proposal as it stood at the time of the application. No assessment has taken 

place as to the acceptability of further, amended schemes. An informative 

should be added to the recommendation to suggest further contact with the 

planning team post-appeal in order to continue positive discussions regarding 

amendments to the proposed landscaping works. 

8 Conclusion 

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

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

appeal. 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, the giving of consent for loss of front facing hedgerow 

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

the landscaping works proposed fails 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, with 

the addition of the following informatives – 

1. The suggestion of a reduction in the amount of hedgerow removal is 

considered worthy of further discussion. It is recommended that the 

applicant contact the planning team in order to continue negotiations to try 

to create a proposal that better meets the aims, purposes and policies within 

the Welwyn Garden City Estate Management Scheme. 

2. Due to the topography of the site, and the requirement for the hard surfacing 

to be raised above the natural ground level, it is considered that the 

proposed development may require planning permission and the applicant 

is advised to seek confirmation of this from the planning department. 

Sam Dicocco, (Development Management Officer) 

Date: 09 August 2017 

Background papers: 

Appendix 1: Appellants grounds of appeal 

Appendix 2: Original delegated officer’s report 



 


