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ESTATE MANAGEMENT SCHEME PANEL - 30 January 2019
REPORT OF THE CORPORATE DIRECTOR (PUBLIC PROTECTION, PLANNING 
AND GOVERNANCE)

6/2018/2063/EM 

5 HOWICKS GREEN WELWYN GARDEN CITY AL7 4RJ

REPLACE POLYCARBONATE CONSERVATORY ROOF WITH LIGHTWEIGHT 
TILED ROOF

APPLICANT: G. Ghumania

1. Background

1.1 The appeal is against the refusal of Estate Management (EM) Consent for the 
replacement of a polycarbonate conservatory roof with lightweight tiled roof. The 
application (reference: 6/2018/2063/EM) was refused on the 22 October 2018 for 
the following reason:

“The proposal, by virtue of its solid pitched roof design and form, would not be in 
keeping with the character and appearance of the application property and the 
surrounding properties and streetscene. 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 application site is a two storey mid terrace dwelling house, located on the 
eastern side of Howicks Green; close to the junction with Howlands. The property 
has an existing conservatory with a pitched, polycarbonate roof at the rear of the 
property. The application property is located in a row of 8 terraced houses. There 
is one other rear conservatory within terrace. The rear of this terrace, and the 
application property itself, is open to public views from Queen Avenue at the rear. 

3. The Proposal

3.1 The applicant’s proposal is to “Replace polycarbonate conservatory roof with 
lightweight tiled roof improving energy consumption, heat control, aesthetic 
appearance and eliminating light pollution at night”.



4. Policy

4.1. Estate Management Scheme Policies (October 2008)

EM1 – Extensions and Alterations

5. Representations Received

5.1.  No representations have been received.

6. Discussion

6.1. This is an appeal against the refusal of EM consent. The appellant’s letter of 
appeal is attached at Appendix 1, and the original officer’s report for application 
reference 6/2018/2063/EM, is attached at Appendix 2.

6.2. The key issue in the determination of this appeal is the impact of the proposed 
replacement roof on the conservatory on the values and amenities of the 
surrounding area. The impact on the residential amenity of adjoining occupiers 
is considered acceptable.

6.3. In recognition of the importance of Welwyn Garden City as a unique town and in 
order to protect the amenities and values of the Garden City, the Estate 
Management Scheme was set up. The purpose of the Management Scheme and 
its importance to homeowners is to ensure that homes and street scenes are 
kept in harmony with the original design and concept of the town. 

6.4. Policy EM1 of the Estate Management Scheme (EMS) states that extensions 
and alterations to existing buildings 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. 

6.5. The appeal property is located within a terrace of 8 similarly designed properties. 
There are 2 rear conservatories within the group of 8.  

6.6. Policy EM1 aims for alterations to be in keeping with the existing property and to 
not harm the values and amenities of the area. It is therefore important that the 
uniformity in appearance of dwellings is maintained; in particular those features 
which are visible from the street scene.  

6.7. The refusal relates specifically to the introduction of a more solid form of roof to 
an existing conservatory extension. In the Garden City single storey extensions 
are generally expected to be designed with a flat roof which would 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 pitch roof forms are not considered consistent with the style of flat roofed 
single storey extensions which are prolific within Welwyn Garden City’s Estates 
Management areas.

6.8. The quality of the architecture in this terrace of 8 dwellings has generally been 
maintained. The two conservatory additions that exist are of a typical 



conservatory design, consisting of glass panels which are lightweight and 
transparent, subsequently having little contribution to the overall bulk and mass 
of the structure. The appeal property itself features a pitched roof with opaque 
roof panels. These opaque panels are not see-through, but the material is still 
lightweight and they still maintain the typical lightweight appearance of a 
conservatory. 

6.9. In contrast, the introduction of a more solid roof form would no longer read as a 
lightweight roof form. It would become more visible, given its more solid form 
becoming harmful to the amenities and values of the property itself and to the 
wider surrounding area. The existing conservatory (and the rear of this terrace) 
is readily visible from Queen Avenue and therefore causes harm to the values 
and amenities of the area. 

6.10. A case has been advanced by the appellant in support of their appeal. This 
includes a photograph of an example of a solid roof on a conservatory. This gives 
an example of the proposed roof form, but it is not known where this photograph 
was taken and whether it is with the EMS. Each case must be considered on its 
own merits and the example provided by the appellant does not present the same 
architectural context as the one that is the subject of this appeal.

6.11. The appellant also suggests in support of the appeal that “This proposal is in 
keeping with the character and appearance of the application property, as the 
roof would be brown, the same colour as the house roofs and so would blend in 
considerably better than the current white plastic roof”. 

6.12. In addition, a photograph of the rear of the appeal site is also provided and 
reference made to the new development at the old QEII site. The appellant states 
that this new housing development on the old QEII site is not in keeping with the 
streetscene. He goes onto say that that “absolutely nothing can be seen of the 
conservatory, or its roof, from the road”.  

6.13. The old QE11 development site is not located within the EMS so this is not 
considered comparable with the proposed development. With regard to the 
appellant’s views that the rear of the site is not seen from public views in Queens 
Avenue, this is not correct, as clear views of the entire rear of the terrace can be 
seen here. Existing garden structures and timber fencing do not obscure views 
of the existing conservatory. From these public views, the more solid roof form 
of the proposal on this rear elevation, would be very apparent and the proposal 
would result in a more dominating form of development. 

6.14. A compelling case has not been made by the appellant to demonstrate why the 
circumstances advanced by the occupants of this particular property, when 
considered in its context, should override the wider values and amenities of 
Howicks Green and the surrounding streetscene.

7. Conclusion

7.1. The proposal would fail to enhance the appearance of the existing property given 
its pitched roof design with a more solid roof form. The proposal would appear 



out of keeping with the property and the surrounding terrace of properties and 
form an overly dominant form to the rear of the dwelling which is unacceptable. 

7.2. The proposal, by virtue of its solid pitched roof design, would not be in keeping 
with the character and appearance of the application property and the 
surrounding terraced properties and street scene.  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. 

8. Recommendation

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