
WELWYN HATFIELD BOROUGH COUNCIL
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR - PLANNING, PUBLIC PROTECTION AND GOVERNANCE

DELEGATED APPLICATION

Application No: 6/2018/1776/EM
Location: 97 Handside Lane Welwyn Garden City AL8 6SP
Proposal: Retrospective erection of a two storey rear extension
Officer:  Mr Tom Gabriel

Recommendation: Refused

6/2018/1776/EM
Context
Site and 
Application 
description

The application site comprises a large two storey detached dwellinghouse 
located to the east of Handside Lane. The property features a front gable and a 
flat roof front porch, a rear conservatory and side to rear garage built up to the 
northern boundary of the site. The property is sited in a large plot and has an 
open front forecourt garden and parking for three cars. 

The street scene comprises detached, semi- detached and terraced dwellings 
with a variety of architectural features in large plots. 

The application is for the erection of a two storey rear extension (retrospective). 

Constraints Estate Management Scheme, as defined within the Leasehold Reform Act 
1967

Relevant history Enforcement

Application Number: ENF/2018/0175Decision: Decision Date: 
Proposal: Works not in accordance with the approved plans 6/2015/2470/ 
HOUSE - additional window on side elevation and alterations to roof line

Planning

Application Number: 6/2018/1775/VAR Decision: Concurrent application
Proposal: Variation of condition 3 (details windows) on planning permission 
6/2015/2470/HOUSE

Application Number: 6/2015/2470/HOUSE Decision: Granted Decision 
Date: 02 March 2016
Proposal: Erection of two storey rear extension

Notifications
Neighbour 
representations

Support: 0 Object: 3 Other: 0

Summary of 
neighbour 
responses

• This huge extension is totally out of scale with the dwelling and the 
adjoining properties and it completely dominates the view to the north; 

• It is completely against garden city ideals;
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• There are two windows one of which is large and appears not to be opaque 
which we understood had to be the case if it overlooked adjoining properties 
which obviously it does;

• Has this extension been built without planning approval? Because we find it 
hard to believe that approval would have been granted for this inappropriate 
extension. If so how has this been allowed to happen?

• The bedroom window in the side elevation gives an intrusive, direct and 
uninterrupted view from their bedroom into the internal living areas of our 
home and also on to the most private area of our garden;

• This is a gross invasion of our privacy. Obscure glazing is not an 
acceptable solution for window swerving main rooms;

• The extension neither maintains nor enhances the amenities or values of 
Welwyn Garden City and disregards the convenience and welfare of 
residents;

• The development should be reverted to the original approval; and

• Alterations to the layout of the extension should be made to minimise 
impact upon the neighbouring property.

Consultee 
responses

Welwyn Garden City Society - objects to the development as the application 
does not relate to changes to the original application granted under 
6/2015/2470/HOUSE but to other matters. The drawing submitted clearly 
illustrates the non- compliant changes carried out during the construction. This 
appears to be an attempt to circumscribe the potential for enforcement action 
on the six unauthorised changes to the approved scheme.

The application 6/2015/2470/HOUSE was not submitted with the required and 
parallel EMS submission as is a normal requirement for any submission within 
the designated area.

The applicant’s explanation for the changes and the subsequent exchanges 
with the Building Control Department and later the Planning Department 
beggar belief. In the event that the story is correct, it appears Building Control 
are, apparently, giving definitive determinations on the acceptability, or 
otherwise, of matters that should, correctly, be matters for the Planning 
Department and determined by the submission of an application for material 
changes to the drawings/ scheme attached to the consent. 

Relevant Policies

EM1  EM2  EM3
Others         

Considerations
Design (form, 
size, scale, siting) 
and Character 
(impact upon 
amenities and 
values of Garden 
City)

The extension to the dwelling is a large addition to it but has been constructed 
with matching materials. The extension is in keeping with the appearance of 
the property and it has not harmed the amenities and value of the area or the 
character of the property. While the windows match the existing windows at 
the property, the patio doors and the bi- fold doors do not. However, the 
Council has taken a pragmatic and flexible approach to glazing (doors and 
windows) at ground floor level at the rear of properties for a considerable 
period of time. Such an approach takes into account the increases in the size 
and internal arrangement/ form of living accommodation and the resulting 
change in requirements for associated fully glazed folding doors. Sited in the 
rear and flank elevations at ground floor level, they may not necessarily be in 
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keeping with the design of the original property, but as they are not visible 
within the street scene or wider area, officers take a more relaxed approach. 
As a result there are many such alterations within the Scheme area and to 
refuse this application would not be reasonable, not least because officers do 
not consider that it would adversely affect the amenities and values of the area 
sufficiently to warrant refusal.

Impact on 
neighbours

The first floor window in the southern elevation serving the landing is obscure 
glazed and non- opening below 1.8m. It does not permit overlooking across 
the rear of 99 Handside Lane. The additional window in the southern elevation 
(serving bedroom 3) is obscure glazed but is capable of being opened below 
1.8m and permits viewing directly across the rear of the neighbouring dwelling 
at 99 and its private amenity space. However, if the side openings of this 
window were removed, the potential for overlooking would be overcome. This 
could be conditioned if the development were found to be acceptable.

The first floor window in the northern elevation serving bedroom 2 is clear 
glazed and openable below 1.8m. It does permit viewing directly across the 
rear of 95 Handside Lane and the private amenity space of this dwelling. The 
additional window in the northern elevation (serving the en suite bathroom to 
bedroom 3) is obscure glazed and non- opening below 1.8m and does not 
permit overlooking across 95. It is acceptable. 

Though the additional (bedroom) window in the southern elevation is large and 
is visible from the rear amenity area of 99 Handside Lane, it is not considered 
that it has an adverse impact upon the amenities of the occupiers of this 
dwelling through perceived overlooking if it were to be obscure glazed and 
non- opening below 1.7m. The additional (bathroom) window in the northern 
elevation is far smaller and also does not caused perceived overlooking. 

However, by virtue of the overlooking caused by the clear glazed bedroom 
window in the northern elevation and the obscure glazed but openable window 
in the southern elevation, the development has resulted in direct and 
unobstructed overlooking across the rear of the neighbouring dwellings at 95 
and 99 Handside Lane. This has resulted in an unacceptable impact upon the 
amenities of the occupiers of those dwellings and is contrary to Policies EM1 
and EM2 of the Estate Management Scheme. 

The changes to the ground floor openings in the southern elevation, the 
reduction in the width of the ground and first floor windows in the rear elevation 
of the extension, the partial conversion of the garage and the removal of the 
conservatory have also not had an adverse impact upon the amenities of the 
neighbouring occupiers. These alterations are considered acceptable in terms 
of neighbour impact.

Landscaping 
issues (incl. 
hardstandings)

None.

Any other 
considerations 

None.

Conclusion
By virtue of the overlooking caused by the clear glazed bedroom window in the northern elevation 
and the obscure glazed but openable window in the southern elevation, the development has 
resulted in direct and unobstructed overlooking across the rear amenity areas of the neighbouring 
dwellings at 95 and 99 Handside Lane. This has resulted in a detrimental and unacceptable impact 
upon the amenities of the occupiers of those dwellings, contrary to Policies EM1 and EM2 of the 
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Estate Management Scheme. 

Reasons for Refusal: 

1. By virtue of the overlooking caused by the clear glazed bedroom window in the 
northern elevation and the obscure glazed but openable window in the southern 
elevation, the development has resulted in direct and unobstructed overlooking 
across the rear amenity areas of the neighbouring dwellings at 95 and 99 Handside 
Lane. This has resulted in a detrimental and unacceptable impact upon the 
amenities of the occupiers of those dwellings, contrary to Policies EM1 and EM2 of 
the Estate Management Scheme. 

REFUSED DRAWING NUMBERS

2.
Plan 
Number

Revision 
Number

Details Received Date

1550-01 D Existing and Proposed Plans, 
Block Plan & Location Plan

15 August 2018

Determined By:

Mr Chris Carter
9 November 2018


