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6/2018/0039/EM

22 HOMESTEAD LANE, WELWYN GARDEN CITY, AL7 4LU

RETENTION OF SINGLE STOREY SIDE EXTENSION TO REAR GARDEN 
OUTBUILDING

APPLICANT: Mr V Filipovich

(Howlands)

1 Background

1.1 The appeal is against the refusal of Estate Management Consent for the 
“retention of single storey side extension to rear garden outbuilding”.   The 
application was refused on 19 June 2018 for the following reasons:

“1. The proposed outbuilding, by reason of its size, design and siting, would not 
respect and relate to the character and appearance of the surrounding area. 
The proposal therefore fails to be compatible with the maintenance and 
enhancement of the character of this part of Welwyn Garden City, contrary to 
Policy EM2 of the Estate Management Scheme.

and 

2.  The proposed outbuilding, by reason of its size and siting located close to 
the boundary with No’s 41 & 43 Hyde Valley, would result in an overly dominant 
and overbearing structure, impacting adversely upon the living conditions of 
neighbouring residents and thus would be contrary to Policy EM2 of the Estate 
Management Scheme.”

2 Site Description

2.1 The appeal site comprises a 2-storey, semi-detached house and its front and 
rear gardens on the west side of Homestead Lane, Welwyn Garden City.  The 
house has been extended to the side and rear at two storeys.  The rear garden 
contains a pergola and outbuildings.

2.2 The site is relatively flat with residential properties to the north and south and 
the bungalow at No 43 Hyde Valley to the rear (west). The area surrounding 



the site is characterised by predominately attached 2-storey houses in pairs 
and terraces with hedges and hardstandings in the front gardens typical of 
Welwyn Garden City.   Other properties in the area have smaller outbuildings 
in the rear gardens and many have none.

2.3 Estate Management (EM) Consent was granted, in 2009, for two outbuildings 
in the rear garden:  a wooden summer house and a greenhouse.  The 
greenhouse was destroyed in a fire as were the rear fence and boundary hedge 
with the garden of No 41 Hyde Valley.  The rear fence has been replaced.  The 
wooden summer house remains.

2.4 The EM application to replace the greenhouse with a wooden outbuilding was 
refused in 2015 (6/2015/1509/EM) and was dismissed on appeal.  The 
proposed building had a pitched roof linking into the ridge of the summerhouse 
roof.  The application was refused on grounds of the bulk and size being out of 
character with the area and overly dominant and likely to have an overbearing 
impact on neighbouring residents.

2.5 Subsequently, the ridged roof on the greenhouse replacement was removed 
and replaced with a flat green roof.  This was refused Estate Management 
Consent for the reasons given above in Paragraph 1.1 and is the subject of this 
appeal.

3 The Proposal

3.1 The applicant seeks Estate Management Consent for retention of a wooden 
outbuilding, in place of the previous greenhouse and attached to the authorised 
summerhouse.  This would include:
 Wooden construction
 flat roof planted as a green roof with flowers and sedums
 eaves height approximately 2.5m
 4.1m wide by 7.6m deep
 Abuts side boundary with No 20a Homestead Lane
 Set in from rear boundary fence by approximately 1m

The proposal seeks to overcome the refusal in 2015 and is different because 
the roof is now flat instead of ridged. 

4 Relevant Estate Management History

4.1 Application Number: N6/2008/1471/EM
Decision: Refused
Decision Date: 10 October 2008
Proposal: Erection of part two storey, part single storey side and rear 
extensions, removal of window in rear elevation and insertion of new window in 
rear elevation
N6/2008/1469/FP allowed on appeal.  Now implemented.

4.2 Application Number: W6/2009/0166/EM
Decision: Granted
Decision Date: 08 May 2009



Proposal: Erection of rear garden outbuilding and greenhouse

4.3 Application Number: 6/2015/1509/EM
Decision: Refused
Decision Date: 11 December 2015
Proposal: Replacement of outbuildings following fire (Pitched roof)

5 Policy

5.1 Estate Management Scheme Policies (October 2008)

EM2 – Erection of New Buildings

6 Representations Received 

6.1 The application was advertised by means of neighbour notification letters.  One 
representation was received from the occupiers at 43 The Hyde, which may be 
summarised as:

 Object to people standing on the flat roof which has caused a great deal 
of worry.

A comment was received from Rt Hon Grant Shapps, requesting that account 
is taken at appeal stage of the points Mr Filipovich has outlined in his email.  
These points can be summarised as:

 The proposal complies with permitted development rights under 
planning law

 The changes have been made on the advice of the Fire Brigade to limit 
the chance of further fire damage

 The extension is significantly screened from neighbours’ views by a 
fence and hedge and is not an overly dominant and overbearing 
structure

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.  The original Officer’s 
report for application Reference 6/2018/0039/EM is attached at Appendix 2.

7.2 The key issues in the determination of this appeal are the impact of the 
proposed development upon the amenities and values of the Garden City and 
the impact on the residential amenities of neighbouring occupiers.

Impact on amenities and values of the Garden City

7.3 Policy EM2 of the Estate Management Scheme (EMS) refers to new buildings 
including outbuildings, and states that these will only be allowed where the 
works are in keeping with the design, appearance, materials and architectural 
detail used in the existing building, and would not harm the amenities and 



values of the area.  A key element to the amenity and value of the Estate 
Management Area is the spaciousness of the overall layout in both public realm 
and private properties.  This spaciousness is achieved through gaps between 
structures, generous open amenity areas with landscaping and high ratios of 
garden space to built-form within individual plots.  These are features that 
benefit from the protection of the Estate Management Scheme (as distinct from 
the national planning regulations) and distinguish the Estate Management 
Areas from other areas of Welwyn Garden City.

7.3 The extension to the permitted summerhouse was intended to replace the 
greenhouse, which was destroyed in a fire.  The replacement for the 
greenhouse is larger than the original greenhouse.  The extension measures 
31sqm in floor area and more than doubles the size of the footprint of the 
previous greenhouse (14sqm).  In addition, the outbuilding is 4m wide, is joined 
to the summerhouse and abuts the side boundary fence with No 20a.  The 
previous greenhouse was narrow and positioned with 1m spaces along each 
side, maintaining the spacious character of the area.  The new replacement has 
a footprint of 31sqm (approximately), which exceeds the footprint of the 
permitted summerhouse (20sqm).  The “extension” to the summerhouse is not 
subservient to the summerhouse in footprint. 

7.4 The eaves height of the new “extension” is approximately 2.5m, similar to the 
eaves height of the previous greenhouse.  However, the original greenhouse 
was narrower and had a ridged roof constructed in glass that had a minimal 
visual impact.  The flat roof of the outbuilding extension is wider at eaves height  
and built of bulkier materials and does not represent a significant reduction in 
bulk, in terms of visual impact at roof level, from what was previously approved 
(W6/2009/0166/EM).  

7.5 In addition, the extended outbuildings doubles the footprint of the original 
greenhouse and covers the spaces that were along each side of it.  The new 
footprint of the amalgamated outbuilding measures 52sqm in footprint.  The 
structure also has a porch overhang facing into the site and a cover over the 
1m wide passage to the side abutting the garden of No 24 Homestead Lane, 
which extends the building across the width of the garden.  These two features 
add to the bulky appearance of the outbuilding.

7.6 The proportion of garden taken over by outbuildings and structures is now over 
30%. The cover over the side passage takes this to over 35%.  This ratio is 
considered to be excessive.  In addition, the combination of width, depth, height, 
porch overhang and proximity to the boundaries of the outbuilding results in a 
bulky structure and a cramped appearance to the plot.  The 2015 application 
was refused for these reasons. 

7.7 The rear boundary of the site can be seen from Hyde Valley but the outbuilding 
is largely obscured by the roof of the permitted summerhouse and is not unduly 
prominent in the street-scene.

7.8 As a result of the bulk of the agglomerated outbuilding compared to the size of 
the garden, it is considered that the proposal constitutes a disproportionately 
bulky and oversized structure and results in a cramped appearance to the site.  



This is out of keeping with the spacious character of the area.  It is, 
consequently, detrimental to the amenities and values of this part of Welwyn 
Garden City Estate Management Area contrary to Policy EM2 of the Estate 
Management Scheme.

Impact on living conditions and the residential amenity of adjoining 
neighbours

7.9 With regard to the impact on the amenity of adjoining neighbours, Policy EM2 
states that any new building should not have a detrimental impact on the 
residential amenity of adjoining occupiers. This is assessed in terms of access 
to day/sun/sky light, privacy, overlooking, overshadowing and dominant 
appearance from an adjoining property.

7.10 The outbuilding is located close to the rear boundary with No’s 41 and 43 Hyde 
Valley and its closest point is approximately 1m from the boundary.  The 
building extends the full width of the garden.

7.11 Nos 41 and 43 Hyde Valley have limited garden depths (12m).  The boundary 
fence is approximately 1.8m high and the outbuilding extension has an eaves 
height of 2.5m.  While the roof is flat, the planting of the green roof does 
increase the height slightly.  The outbuilding is visible from the rear kitchen 
windows and the rear gardens of No’s 41 and 43.  Its overall bulk and width are 
considered to have a detrimental impact on the residential amenity of the 
neighbouring occupiers and to be contrary to Policy EM2 of the Estate 
Management Scheme. 

Appellants Grounds of Appeal

7.12 The appellant has submitted the following evidence in support of their appeal:

i) The flat-roofed side extension [replacement for original greenhouse] 
complies with Class E of the Town and Country Planning (General 
Permitted Development Order) 2015 and was granted a Certificate of 
Lawfulness (Ref No 6/2017/1208/LAWE) and is, therefore, lawful 
development.

ii) The extension is lower than the summerhouse and the original 
greenhouse that it replaces.  It is not visually prominent in its back 
garden location.  Views are materially screened by boundary hedges and 
fences from within surrounding gardens and from public viewpoints on 
Hyde Valley and Homestead Lane.  The proposal is in keeping with the 
character and appearance of the area and in accordance with Policy 
EM2 of the Estate Management Scheme. 

iii) The extension is over 13m from the rear windows of 41 and 43 Hyde 
Valley.  It is screened by a fence 2m high.  The amount of the extension 
that is visible over the fence does not dominate views from the rear 
gardens of No’s 41 and 43.  A quick-growing hedge has been planted, 
which will be allowed to grow over 2.5m high to screen all the extension 



from view from No’s 41 and 43. The proposal is in accordance with Policy 
EM2 of the Estate Management Scheme.

7.13 With regard to (i) above, planning legislation is different to the Estate 
Management Scheme and therefore this line of argument is not relevant.  
Turning to ii) and iii), whilst the building is in the rear garden, it can be seen 
over the fence from neighbouring properties and is visible from the street and 
introduces a visually prominent and incongruous addition to the rear garden.  
This is discussed in detail in the earlier sections.  

7.14 Overall the appellant’s supporting evidence is not considered to overcome the 
identified harm of the proposal and it is concluded that the proposal is contrary 
to Policy EM2 of the Estate Management Scheme.

8 Conclusion

8.1 No substantial additional evidence or information has been put forward by the
appellant that adds to or would alter the officer’s recommendation. The
extended outbuilding is unacceptable and has a detrimental impact on the 
character and appearance of the appeal property and the surrounding street 
scene.  It also harms residential amenities of No’s 41 and 43 The Hyde.  The 
outbuilding extension, therefore, causes harm to the values and amenities of 
the area and to the residential amenities of neighbouring occupiers and the 
proposal fails to accord with Policy EM2 of the Welwyn Garden City Estate 
Management Scheme. 

9 Recommendation

9.1 It is recommended that the Panel uphold the delegated decision and dismiss 
the appeal.
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