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Appeal submission to support Estate Management 
Application: - 06/2018/2849/EM 

 

Replacement of Front Door. 

For 202 Knightsfield, Welwyn Garden City 

 
We, Mr G and Mrs J Briant, wish to appeal the decision dated 18th January 2019 to refuse the 
request to replace the front door at 202 Knightsfield, Welwyn Garden City. 

 

The reason for the appeal is that the consent for the change has been 
unreasonably withheld by WHBC. 
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Copyright right Clauses for material in this document. 

 

This appeal Document © G&JBriant 2019 

There is no restriction on making paper or electronic copies of the material in this 

document so long as reference is always made to the originators and copyright owners. 

Once submitted to the Council’s database the Copyright clause below is deemed 

sufficient to protect this copyright. 

 

Copyright 

Plans, drawings and material submitted to the local authority are protected by the Copyright 

Acts 1988 Act (section 47). You may only use material which is downloaded and/or printed 

for consultation purposes, to compare current applications with previous schemes and to 

check whether developments have been completed in accordance with the approved plans. 

Further copies must not be made without the prior permission of the copyright owner, (the 

applicant/ agent/ architect). You may, however, make copies of the decision notice provided 

the copies are not altered in any way.  

The above copyright is extracted from the Council’s planning database website. In the 

main the authors of this document have tried to avoid using material covered by this 

copyright, where this has not been possible attempts have been made to recognise the 

original copyright owners.  

 

Various Images Copyright © GBriant 2019 

Images taken by G Briant and used in this document are labelled with the above 

copyright. There is no restriction on making paper or electronic copies of these images 

so long as reference is always made to the originators copyright.  

Once submitted to the Council’s database the Copyright clause above is deemed 

sufficient to protect this copyright. 

 

Configuration Status 

Issue No Date Changed By Note 

1 28 Feb 2019 G Briant Version submitted to WHBC 
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Introduction  

After we received the refusal notice issued on the 18th January 2019 we conducted a lengthy 
investigation and we have concluded that we have followed both the spirit of the Estate 
Management Scheme and all the Authorities stated policies and came to the realisation that there is 
no logical reason why this application to replace our old UVPC door with a modern composite one 
should have been refused, and hence we assert that the application has been unreasonably 
withheld.   

The appeal contains no new technical data but is based on a detailed analysis of the declared EMS 
policies of the authority and the interpretation of them that the authority has chosen to use in this 
case. 

The content of the rest of this appeal submission includes. 

(1) An explanation of how we believe we have complied with all the declared EMS policies of the 
Authority as made available on their website and hence why the application should have been 
approved in the first place. 

(2) An analysis of the refusal decision notice dated 18
th
 January 2019.  

Our analysis of this letter will in the main be covered by the arguments explained in section 3 
this is so I did not have to copy the entire letter into this document. We reserve the right to 
add additional verbal comments on this document at the appeal meeting. 

(3) An analysis of the Officer’s report (Delegated Application) also dated 18
th
 January 2019.  

This has resulted in a series of questions and comments that we would like explained using 
only information available to the Authority prior to 18

th
 January 2019. 

(4) Supporting letters from the immediate neighbours of 202 Knightsfield. 
Note we have spoken to every resident within the immediate area and no one has any 
objections to the proposed red door, everyone expressed bewilderment with the Council’s 
decision. It is also of interest that only about 25% had ever heard of the Estate Management 
Scheme and those were in the main long term residents or Council Tenants (who do not 
appear to be covered by the scheme).  

(5) Summary 
This is a recap of why we believe we have demonstrated that the original application should 
never have been refused. 
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1.  Explanation of how we believe we have complied with all 
the declared EMS policies. 

This section lists the sequence of events leading to the application for a replacement door at 202 
Knightsfield and explains why it is our assertion that the application should have been approved 
rather than refused. 

We had been intending to change the windows and doors of the property for some time as some of 
the double glazed units were over 30 years old and were ill fitting, draughty and the double glazing 
units had failed,  this is a requirement on owners  within the Estate management Scheme area:-  

“To keep and maintain in good and substantial repair and condition: …. 
…. The external doors and windows…..” 

This process started in June 2018 where we requested quotes etc. and we finally choose a preferred 
supplier in October. We then had a meeting with a representative of the installers and we decided 
on the style of windows to ensure they matched as closely as possible the original design and then 
had to choose the door. 

Having lived in the area for nearly 40 years, we knew what the original design of the neighbourhood 
was and hence we decided to try to replicate as closely as possible the look of the original door 
which we believed was meant to be the purpose of the Estate Management Scheme, to preserve the 
heritage of the original Garden City Concept. 

The original doors in the area were all wooden, with Georgian style window panel; all painted either 
deep red or a light blue. Examples of the original doors both in style and colour are available for 
viewing in the immediate vicinity of 202 Knightsfield; photos are shown in figure 1 below. 

Figure 1 :- Examples of original doors in the original colours compared to proposed door 

The door at 202 Knightsfield was painted red until it was replaced in the 1990’s by the white UVPC 
doors utilised by the Council. When choosing a replacement composite door we carefully selected 
the style and colour and selected the door which is as shown above. The intention of this choice was 
to try to replicate as closer as possible the design of the original door and hence the concepts of the 
original Louis de Soissons design for the premises. It is worth noting that our immediate neighbours 
at number 204, who have also been long term residents in the area and hence knew what the 
original doors looked like, had also previously selected a similar style.  

Once we had selected our door we knew, as long term residents, that we needed permission from 
the Council for this change. But did not envisage any problem as the door selected in our opinion 
preserved the heritage of the original Garden City concept and design. 
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I had checked the Council’s website and looked to see the process etc. needed to be followed I came 
across leaflets that included the following statement:- 

“Some works do not need consent: 

 replacement windows and doors of a different or the same materials which match the 

original design within the building (in terms of size and position of glazing bars, 

mullions, frames, transoms, sight lines and so on.)” 

A quick examination of the original door and proposed door, see figure 1 above, clearly 
demonstrates that the two items do not “match original design within the building (in terms of size 
and position of glazing bars, mullions, frames, transoms, sight lines and so on).” Only a direct copy of 
the original door would achieve this and they are no longer available on the normal market. 

Note I have no idea how newer residents in the area would be qualified to make the judgement that 
they do not need consent as 

(i) Most new residents of Welwyn garden City, (if they know anything about the EMS which the 
majority do not), would not know what the original doors looked like, I suspect they look at 
doors in the surrounding area and think if they pick a similar style that is okay. 

a. Note the Council website gives no indication of what the original windows or doors of any 
particular neighbourhood looked like to help in this individual assessment. 

b. Note the Council website also gives no explanation of what glazing bars, mullions, 
frames, transoms are and we would guess most applicants would not know.  

c. I have no idea what the sight line of a door is?  
The normal definition would be a straight uninterrupted line between 2 points so I am not 
sure how to apply that to the style or design of a door. 

d. There is no mention of the colour, if it was important it should be mentioned, as 
compared to mullions and transoms etc. this is something a local resident would be able 
to judge. Hence the Council’s own website gives permission for a local resident to 
choose any colour door without requiring written consent. 

e. Note another interpretation could be that the colour was part of the original design, which 
was our interpretation and hence that is why we choose red to “match the original 
design”. 

i. However this interpretation would not help most new residents as they would not 
know what the colour of the original doors were and again there is no mention on the 
website, so again we suspect they would look around their local neighbourhood and 
choose a colour that already exists. 

Having decided that we would require consent because the style of the door, (not the colour), did 
not match the original design we telephoned the council to check our interpretation it was therefore 
surprising to us that we were informed that the style of the door would be suitable, this was without 
any review by the Council of the proposed style against the original style.  

We were slightly concerned that we had received permission to change the style of the door verbally 
over the telephone as it is obvious that the style of door we had chosen doesn’t match the original 
design, see figure 1, and we were even more bemused that we required permission to return the 
door to an original colour. I assumed at that time this was because the Authority wished to keep 
appropriate records in its role in administrating the scheme. So we applied via email on the 5th of 
November and after a few Emails back and forward we resubmitted our application various times 
the last one on the 16th of November this included a section that we had written saying:- 

“Only difference to side view would be a change of colour from white to red and change from a 
single glazed unit to 2 side by side glazed units. (An impression of the new door was sent 
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previously).  As mentioned before our intention is to change the colour of the front door back to a 
similar colour to that it was originally before the double glazing was installed in the house.”  

In the response letter dated 21st November 2018 we were informed that “we should receive a 
decision by the 14th of January 2019 if you have not agreed in writing to a later date”; note we did 
not agree in writing to a later date.   

At the time we were puzzled why such a simple request should require so much time to process, (8 
weeks), as for all intents and purposes once we had been given verbal permission for the change of 
style over the phone we could have preceded immediately in accordance with the Council’s own 
policy on changes that do not need consent, see argument above.  

Why did it require more than 8 weeks to refuse an application based on the colour of the door if the 
Council already had an undeclared “White Only” policy for the ex-Council Estates?   

When we finally received the refusal notice, last thing on a Friday evening 18th January, we were 
totally perplexed with the decision and more importantly found the reasons given in the refusal 
notice as being totally unbelievable. 

As expected, see the first line of page 2 of the refusal letter, we were more than just aggrieved, 
especially as we had done everything according to your declared and published processes and had 
chosen a door style and colour to match the original as required in your policies. We sent an Email 
immediately informing you that we wished to appeal, but received no confirmation of that 
correspondence. 

In preparing our appeal case we have conducted a thorough investigation into the Council’s 
operation of the Estate Management Scheme and the Council’s associated declared policies and 
have also investigated the Planning Database to look at past applications and appeals and were 
convinced that it was the Council’s incoherent policies, previous inactivity and decisions that were 
the problem.  

We are not intending to present any of the evidence we gathered on the EMS operation at this time 
as we believe our appeal stands alone without any reference to previous precedents set by the 
Council, however we may wish to use this data plus our detailed analysis of how the Estate 
Management Scheme has, and is still being administered, at a later time if required. 
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2. Analysis of the refusal decision notice dated 18th Jan 2019 

We have not included here a copy of the refusal notice, as we did not want to include the whole 
document as is required by the Council’s copyright clause. The notice is available on the Council’s 
planning application database. The extract below is taken from the case officer’s report. 

“The proposed front door, by virtue of its uncharacteristic colour, would constitute a change 
that would be significantly out of character with the area to the detriment of the character and 
appearance of the property and the immediate street scene. Accordingly the proposal would 
fail to maintain the values and amenities of the Estate Management Scheme and is contrary to 
Policy EM1 of the Estate Management Scheme.” 

The refusal reason given on the decision notice is a straight cut and paste of the reason for refusal 
on page 2 of the officer’s report as determined by the reviewing officer and hence the questions 
relating to this notice are identical to those detailed in section 3. 

It is worth mentioning that the Estate management Booklet contains the phrase:- 

“The Scheme is to be administered  for the purpose of maintaining and enhancing amenities 
and values in Welwyn Garden City and with due regard to the convenience and welfare of 
persons residing working and carrying out business there.” 

This would appear to be an obligation on the Authority not the residents, an obligation that the 
Council has singly failed to do in this case and in most other cases we have analysed. 

We reserve the right to make further verbal comments on the refusal notice at the appeal meeting. 
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3. Analysis of the Officer’s report (Delegated Application) 
also dated 18

th
 January 2019 

The following section contains a detailed assessment of the contents of the case officer’s report 
which forms the substantive case for the council’s reasons to refuse the application. 
 

(i) “The front doors of the houses in Knightsfield are predominately white” 
a. If you walk along Knightsfield from the high numbers at the junction with the A1000 to the 

top of the hill then down to the junction with Haldens there is no characteristic colour. 
There is Red. Blue, Black Green, Yellow and White amongst many others in a variety of 
door styles. Hence we would refute this statement. As support for this statement please see 
supporting letter from Mr G Dobson of 203 Knightsfield in Section 4. 

b. Where there are white doors, these are in the majority the remnants of the UVPC revolution 
of the 1990s where white was the only colour available. It is very apparent then when 
owners need to change their door they have in the main replaced them with solid primary 
colours more in keeping with the original design and heritage of the area rather than the 
1990 time capsule that seems to be being enforced. 
 

(ii)  “the doors in the terrace containing the application site are all white upvc”. 
a. This is irrelevant as they can never be seen at the same time as 202 Knightsfield since it 

has a side entrance, see figure 3 below. In particular 196 can only be seen when in their 
garden knocking at the door. 

b. The only door that can normally be seen at the same time as the front door of 202 
Knightsfield is the side gate entrance to the property that is painted a strong primary red, 
and hence the proposed door is in total harmony with that much more relevant view. 

c. 202 Knightsfield is one of four 4-bedroomed houses in the immediate neighbourhood, two of 
which are still owned by the Council and still have the original doors fitted, one still retaining 
the blue colour matching its immediate environment, e.g. its side gate equivalent to the 
layout of 202 Knightsfield. The other has been painted an unattractive white to match the 
UVPC door of the adjoining extension, the blue door is definitely the more attractive of the 
two.  
The other property of this four is 196 Knightsfield which is the other end of terrace to 202 
and as mentioned above is totally invisible in the street scene. 
 

(iii) “can be seen from some distance along Knightsfield from the north where the road curves and 
the land is lower”  
a. The door is hidden for most of this view due to the presence of the high hedges at number 

208 Knightsfield. The view from our front door to the stated location is restricted due to the 
same hedges and hence if we can’t see it, it can’t see us. See figure 2 below. 

Figure 2 :- View from front of 202 Knightsfield towards junction of Knightsfield and Kirklands 
showing obstruction of view by hedge at 206 and 208 Knightsfield  
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b. As the analysis in figure 3 below shows, due to the location and the characteristics of the 
surrounding area, the door is only visible from a very small area as is demonstrated in figure 
3. 
As can be seen:-  

i. The vast majority of sightlines to the door are obscured by other buildings,  
 

ii. The view of the Southbound Traffic on Knightsfield is obscured by the hedges at 206 
and 208. Knightsfield and parked cars. 
 

iii. The Northbound traffic would never normally see the door. 
  

iv. The only significant view of the door is from our Neighbours at 1 & 2 Malmsdale, and 
209 to 213 Knightsfield. None of whom were contacted by the Council. We have 
however talked to them all and they all find the reason for the refusal unbelievable 
and have offered to write letters of support, not all of which have been received at the 
time of writing this appeal. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 3 :- Sightlines of the door at 202 Knightsfield 
 

(iv) “Front doors in the vicinity that are not white (e.g. No’s 201 and 203 on the opposite side of the 
road and No’s 196 and 198 in the next terrace down) do not appear to have Estate 
Management Consent for replacement doors in other colour”  

a. No 201 has a white door.  
b. 196 and 198 are not in the next terrace down they are in the same terrace as 202. I 

assume the report meant 203, 205 206 and 208? 
i. Both of these errors appear to show a lack of careful analysis and/or a lack of any 

meaningful review process in the preparation of the report. 
c. Of the houses quoted above, I believe that all have been in private ownership for a 

long time, (see figure 5 below for evidence for 203 & 205), and it is also possible they 
are not covered by the Estate Management Scheme. They had all changed their 
doors a long time before the 1990’s replacement door programme to the Council 
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houses which would indicate that the Council had no intent to maintain the harmony 
of the area and did not take any account of the owner’s amenities and values that 
existed at that time in the neighbourhood. 

d. Our analysis indicates that we are the only owners in the immediate area, (including 
the Council), to have ever asked for EMS permission to change our door and 
therefore find it amazing that we have been refused permission to return the colour of 
the door back to the original designed by Louis de Soissons on the basis of people, 
mainly the Council, in the past, opting for the cheapest option for door replacement. 
 

(v) “The applicant has submitted that the front door was originally red but substantial evidence has 
not been submitted.”  
a. The original design of Welwyn Garden City and in particular this North West area included 

doors of generally the same style but in many different colours including red and blue, 
evidence of which is all over W G City, see the statement, in section 4, from the owner of  
204 Knightsfield, another long term resident of the area.  
This is something we assumed the administrators of the scheme would have as common 
knowledge and hence there was no need to substantiate the statement. One thing for 
certain is that, in this area, none of the original doors were white.  
In the past when wooden doors were the only option you would always have painted the 
exterior of the house in more expensive coloured paint leaving the cheap white paint for 
internal doors that no one else could see.  
There are two of the original doors in red and blue almost next to one another around the 
corner from 202 Knightsfield. See figure 1 above for pictures of these. 
We didn’t provide evidence that our original door was red, because as shown above, it was 
common knowledge to both residents of the town and also the Authority that within this area  
all Commission for New Towns, (and then Council) houses, were either red or blue. This 
was the only choice you had as a tenant during the regular maintenance cycles, “choose 
Red or Blue”.  
Over time as properties were bought from the Authority the owners have painted the doors 
in different colours but always strong primary colours, never white, with the one exception at 
185 Knightsfield which is a leased property from the Council, see figure 4 below. 
It is also obvious  when viewing the local street scenes that it contains side gates and 
garage doors in the original colours because these were never changed during the All White 
UVPC door and window replacement project. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4 :- Examples of original doors in various colours in the local Neighbourhood 
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(vi) “The doors in Knightsfield were replaced as one project in recent years and were all white at 
one time”  

s statement is completely untrue and shows a shocking lack of understanding and 
knowledge of the area. The doors replaced “as one project” were only the remaining Council 
owned properties. This seems to be suggesting that all the houses in Knightsfield were at that 
time owned by the Council; the houses in Knightsfield have always contained an element of 
privately owned houses. At some time in the distant past the houses in the immediate vicinity of 
202 Knightsfield may have all been owned by the Commission for the New Towns or its 
predecessor, however by the time the Council conducted this door and window replacement 
project Government policies, encouraging the purchase of rented accommodation, had seen 
the percentage of rented homes in this immediate vicinity to have dropped well below 50%.This 
vision of a whole road with white doors is absolute nonsense. It has been difficult to obtain 
photographic evidence of this period as before the age of the digital camera it was unusual to 
waste money taking pictures of the outside of houses. However I have included below a 
photograph that shows that numbers 203 and 205 were non-white before this scheme was 
implemented. Note a close look at the picture also indicates one of the original blue doors at 1 
Malmsdale opposite as seen through the car windows as this was still Council owned, see 
figure 5 below. 
 

Figure 5. Picture taken June 1988 showing street scene opposite 202 Knightsfield 

Note the houses at 203 and 205 Knightsfield had non-white doors prior to the council UVPC door change as they were owner 

occupier. Also Note the door at 1 Malmsdale is still an original wooden door in blue as it was still Council owned at that time. 
 

(vii) “The purpose of the Estate Management Scheme is to ensure that the cumulative impact of 
incremental changes does not undermine the amenities and values of the area”  
a. Can you please demonstrate an auditable trail back to the original Estate 

Management booklet, as I believe this was not the original purpose of the Scheme? 
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If not then please explain where this policy derives from. 
 

b. Please explain what objective criteria has been used, or how have staff been trained 
to be able to judge whether a change “does not undermine the amenities and values 
of the area” 
 

c. Can you also include either by reference, or by including the text in the updated 
report to the ESM Appeal Committee, show the internal guidelines that the officers 
work to, that ensure that when they are using their delegated powers, they make 
consistent, repeatable, judgements across all the differing applications?  
 

(viii) “The proposed change of door would constitute a change that would be out of character with 
the area.”   
a. “Area” is a very vague term which needs defining.  

Can you therefore please explain either by listing the streets, and house numbers or 
using a block plan what is the definition of “area” you have used to justify your 
recommendation of refusal?  
 
As stated previously there are a vast array of different colours and designs in our local 
neighbourhood, including the whole of Knightsfield, Malmsdale, Kirklands, Oakdale, 
Summerdale, Ingles etc. We have decided not to include any photographic evidence of this 
to save paper and ink, however a review of the letter of support from Mr Dobson, 203 
Knightsfield in section 4 confirms this, as can anyone who has ever visited any part of 
Welwyn Garden City. 
Having lived in this area for nearly 40 years we would consider as a minimum that our 
neighbourhood is Sherrards, potentially restricting it to just BEC ward as BEC is quite 
representative of the whole of Sherrards. We have never thought of our neighbourhood as 
being in a tenement block of 4 houses.  
To justify the Statement above: 

i. Definition of “Neighbourhood” :- A district where people live. 
ii. Definition of “District” :- An area of land regarded as an administrative or 

geographical area. 
Hence a totally supportable definition of area would be Sherrards but we are happy to 
restrict this to BEC which is the smaller administrative area. 
 

(ix) “would be very visible”  
a. We do not believe this is true for the reasons given earlier and demonstrated in figure 2 

above. 
 

(x) “set a precedent for other changes of this nature to the detriment of the character amenities 
and values of the area.” 
a. In our opinion the precedent was set by the original designers, working under Louis de 

Soissons Master Plan. 
b. We are not setting a precedent; there are many doors identical to ours in the area. The 

precedent has therefore already been set by others in the area, who have put in red doors 
the same or similar to ours. It is possible that some of these may have been changed 
without EMS approval, there could be numerous potential reasons for this including:- 

i. We know of cases where the door was changed from the original style and colour of 
wooden door directly to a red composite door. Hence according to your latest guidelines 
would not need written approval. 

ii. The owner was given advice over the phone that they did not need to apply. Note we 
were also told over the phone that the style of door was okay and if I hadn’t mentioned 
the colour we would also have been given verbal approval. 

iii. Owners have looked at your advice on the Council’s website and decided on the basis of 
the information it contains that they did not need to ask for permission, as it is “work that 
does not need permission”. 

iv. They were changed the doors during the period that the Council did not seem interested 
in administrating the scheme. 

v. They are not covered by the scheme. 
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c. Whatever the reason, coloured composite doors are what people have been putting in when 
replacing their front doors for quite a while now, We fail to see how replacing a cheap white 
UVPC door with an expensive, composite wooden look door is in any way a “detriment of 
the character amenities and values of the area”. 

d. In our view it vastly improves the character amenities and values of the area, and it is 
something that we would encourage others in the neighbourhood to do so that we get away 
from the cheap white UVPC look, which seems to be favoured by the Council, to the original 
bright colourful street scene that was the concept and plan of the original designers whose 
heritage you are claiming to want to preserve. 
 

(xi) “The alterations to the deisgn of the door and loss of glazing bars would be acceptable”. Your 
misspelling not mine. 
a. This is of no surprise as we had already been told this over the phone without anyone ever 

seeing a plan or photo of the proposed style of door. 
 

(xii) “considered to be contrary”  
a. Can you please confirm what definition of “considered” you have used? 
i. “To be of the opinion of”?  

or 
ii. “To think carefully about (a problem or decision)”. If this is the definition that was 

intended then we are assuming that the careful analysis that was conducted on this 
application is that which is contained in the case officer’s report and this has been 
demonstrated to be incorrect or subjective. 
 

(xiii) Reason for Refusal 

“The proposed front door, by virtue of its uncharacteristic colour, would constitute a change that 
would be significantly out of character with the area to the detriment of the character and 
appearance of the property and the immediate street scene. Accordingly the proposal would fail to 
maintain the values and amenities of the Estate Management Scheme and is contrary to Policy EM1 
of the Estate Management Scheme.” 

a. “by virtue of its uncharacteristic colour” 
i. Can you please explain what the characteristic colours of the area are? 

 
ii. Can you also therefore please list what are the allowable colours for the area are if 

red is an uncharacteristic colour? 
 

iii. Can you please explain why the colours chosen by the original designer’s 
including Louis De Soissons are not included in this list of allowable colours when 
there are many examples in the local area of the original doors in the original 
colours, including at least one still owned by the Council? 
 

b. The definition of “area” you have used is presumably the same as that which is explained in 
the response to the same question above. 
 

c. Can you please explain what objective criteria has been used to state that the 
proposal “would fail to maintain the values …..”?  
Bearing in mind that a coloured door is significantly more expensive than a white door and is 
in keeping with the original design and heritage of the neighbourhood as proposed by Louis 
de Soissons? 
 

d. Can you please explain what objective criteria has been used to state that the 
proposal  “would fail to maintain the ….. amenities…”? when the case officer’s report 
includes a statement that “No impact on residential amenities of neighbouring occupier” and 
therefore has marked the box as not applicable.  

i. We are happy to concur with the case officer’s view, as in reality, this proposal has no 
impact on what we would define as amenities. In addition it should be noted that the 
application received no neighbour or councillor objections. 
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e. “contrary to Policy EM1”   
i. We believe that we have demonstrated that we have meet all our obligations placed on 

us by the Estate Management Scheme and hence do not accept your statement as we 
have followed your declared policies and have chosen a door style and colour as close to 
the original door as is possible within the possibilities of the material chosen. 
Also, as mentioned above, the wording in policy EM1 is derived from wording that is 
really an obligation on the Council not the residents. So it is difficult to see how this can 
be used as a reason for refusal. 
 

ii. Can you therefore please demonstrate an auditable trail for policy EM1 back to the 
original Estate Management Booklet, since this appears to be the criteria that is 
used to justify the refusal of the application, whereas the refusal letter “Notice of 
Decision” references the Leasehold Reform Act 1967? 
 

f. Can you also please explain how much review was conducted of the case officer’s 
report before issuing the refusal notice since both are dated the same day? 
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4.  Supporting letters from immediate neighbours. 
 

The following section contains supporting letters from neighbours in the immediate vicinity of 202 
Knightsfield. It would be possible to include far more indications of support from local residents as 
anyone in the area we have spoken to have found it ridiculous that the application has been refused. 
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5.  Summary  
 
Having conducted a lengthy investigation our conclusion is that we have followed both the spirit of 
the Estate Management Scheme and the letter of the Authorities stated policy and have concluded 
that there is no logical reason why this application should have been refused. 

Having lived in the area for nearly 40 years we knew what were the original colours used in the 
design of the neighbourhood, Solid Red or Blue, and hence we tried replicate as closely as possible 
the look of the original door which we believed was meant to be the purpose of the Estate 
Management Scheme, to preserve the heritage of the original Garden City Concept. In addition we 
followed to the letter the Council’s stated policy on their website:- 

“Some works do not need consent: replacement windows and doors of a different or 

the same materials which match the original design…..” 

We are concerned the Authority itself does not follow the policy above as evidenced by the verbal 
permissions given, and find it hard to believe why it should take more than 8 weeks to have come to 
the totally unbelievable reason given in the refusal notice. 

The Authority has failed to meet its obligations “to administer the scheme with due regard to the 
convenience and welfare of persons residing in Welwyn Garden City” both in this case and through 
its entire period of administration. 

The analysis that was conducted by the Authority on this application to justify the decision of refusal 
has been demonstrated to be incorrect or subjective. 

Having conducted a 100% poll of the residents in the immediate locality, including those actually 
impacted by the proposal (something the Authority did not do), all of them fully support the 
application and all agree it increases the “value” of the area. 

We therefore conclude that consent for the change has been unreasonably withheld. 

 

 

 
 
 
 




