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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 This Statement of Case sets out in detail our full reasons for supporting the appeal and has been 

prepared by  on behalf of  in support of its 

appeal to the Independent Inspector in respect of the refusal of Scheme of Management consent 

by the Letchworth Garden City Heritage Foundation (hereafter ‘LGCHF’) for various extensions to 

17 Pasture Road, Letchworth Garden City, SG6 3LP that was issued on 22 April 2021.     

1.2 The scheme as described by LGCHF comprises “Two storey rear extension, two storey side 

extension and first floor extension above part of garage plus roof extensions to existing hips to 

form gables and alteration to fenestration”.     

1.3 The scheme was originally refused by LGCHF’s Householder Applications Committee as 

confirmed in its decision dated 29th October 2020.  submitted a formal request 

for the decision to be reviewed by the Advisory Management Committee in January 2021. We 

submitted a Statement, which was followed in February by details of other properties that had 

been recently extended, but nevertheless the decision to refuse was upheld in April 2021.  

1.4 As required by the operation of the Scheme of Management, planning permission had already 

been granted for the same works, based on the same drawings on 5 October 2020 by the local 

planning authority, North Hertfordshire District Council under its reference 20/01392/FPH. The 

description for development of the works permitted is: “Demolition of first floor / dormer window 

above the garage, existing single storey (north) side projection and existing single storey rear 

extension and conservatory followed by replacement two storey rear extension, two storey (north) 

side extension, single storey (south) side extension and first floor extension above ground floor 

part of the garage plus two hip to gable roof extensions and alterations to the fenestration. 

(Amended plans received 21/09/20 and 05/10/20)”. 

1.5 The appellant acknowledges that the Scheme of Management and most residential leases 

include a covenant meaning that the homeowner requires consent from the LGCHF for alterations 

to their home. In the case of the Scheme of Management, this states at Clause 6 of the First 

Schedule:  

“Any owner shall not carry out any development redevelopment or alteration materially 
affecting external appearance of the enfranchised property or of any building or structure thereon 
save with the written consent of the Corporation (which shall not be unreasonably withheld) and 
in accordance with plans drawings and specifications previously submitted to and approved by 
the Corporation. Any such development redevelopment or alteration shall be made in 
accordance with the approved plans drawings and specifications and shall be carried out in a 
good substantial and workmanlike manner with sound and proper materials”. 



4 

1.6   As a result of having had the review process of the decision to refuse Scheme of Management   

consent completed and the decision upheld, we have now requested that an independent 

examination of the decision is undertaken which relates solely to the matters concerning Clause 6 

of the First Schedule of the Scheme of Management as set out above. The appeal has been 

confirmed as ‘live’ by the LGCHF in its letter dated 27 May 2021.  

1.7 The principal reasons for refusal relate to the alleged mis-description of the scheme proposals 

and poor quality of the drawings presented which led the Committee to conclude the scheme 

failed to demonstrate compliance with the Design Principles for the Modern Character Area.  

1.8 The remainder of this Statement of Case is structured as follows: 

• Section 2 describes the site and surroundings;

• Section 3 describes the previous planning history;

• Section 4 sets out the case in support of the appeal by reference to both the process that

was followed and assessment of the proposals against the Modern Character Area

guidelines from the LGCHF Design Principles;

• Section 5 provides our summary.

2.0 SITE LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION 

2.1 No 17 Pasture Road comprises a large detached two-storey single family dwelling house located 

on the eastern side of the road. The property is set well back from the road frontage with a good-

sized front garden laid to lawn, landscaping and parking for several vehicles. At the rear there is a 

large and deep garden with mature landscaping.   

2.2 Pasture Road lies towards the south western edge of the Letchworth urban area and to the north 

east of Hichin. Due to the age of the properties in Pasture Road it lies within an area covered by 

the Design Principles of the Modern Character Area published by the LGCHF.   

2.3 Whilst the property is similar in form to the adjoining property to the south, no  it 

differs significantly from the property to the north, no . Indeed a key feature of the 

dwellings in Pasture Road is their huge variation in appearance in terms of design and palette of 

materials used with unifying characteristics including large detached properties located in 

generally spacious grounds set well back in their plots, with gaps between properties to enable 

glimpses to the rear of properties.    



5 

2.4 We present in Appendix 1 images of a selection of properties located around Pasture Road 

which form the immediate setting to the area in which the subject property lies within. Plates 1 to 

5 are of the subject property. Plate 6 is the front elevation of the   which 

has a wide frontage incorporating at ground floor level a double garage. Plate 7 is the part front 

elevation of   a similarly arranged property to no   with an 

attached double garage with a hipped gable (different to  set at right angles to 

the main elevation finished in render at ground floor and hanging tiles at first floor level. 

2.5 Plate 8 is of  a recently constructed house of different design to all within 

Pasture Road with a part barrel-vaulted roof as its third of four gables fronting the street. The 

property has a mix of brick, hanging tiles and wooden cladding with also grey painted windows in 

part as well as timber windows to the barrel-vaulted section. 

2.6 Plate 9 is of  a large property with black painted timber cladding at first floor 

level above brick ground floor with black painted windows. Plate 10 is of  a large 

recently completed detached property with differing sized gables and attached double garage set 

in front of the main elevation. Plate 11 is of , a large house that extends deep 

into its plot with a mon-pitch roof at the front. In contrast, plate 12 is of the 

 which has a shallow dual pitched roof with half the elevation facing the road fully 

glazed.      

2.7 These are just a selection of properties in the relatively small area of Pasture Road which help to 

demonstrate the wide variety of different types and styles of detached properties that are present 

and the subject property were it to be permitted to be extended as proposed would add further 

variety to this mix of styles.     

3.0 PREVIOUS PLANNING HISTORY 

3.1 As set out above, and as required by the Scheme of Management protocol, planning permission 

has already been granted by North Hertfordshire District Council for the development that is 

subject to this appeal against the refusal of Scheme of Management consent.    

3.2 Planning permission was granted on 06 October 2020 under reference 20/01392/FPH for the 

following described development: “Demolition of first floor / dormer window above the garage, 

existing single storey (north) side projection and existing single storey rear extension and 

conservatory followed by replacement two storey rear extension, two storey (north) side 

extension, single storey (south) side extension and first floor extension above ground floor part of 
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the garage plus two hip to gable roof extensions and alterations to the fenestration. (Amended 

plans received 21/09/20 and 05/10/20)” 

3.3 A copy of the officer delegated report for this application was provided in Appendix 8 of our 

January 2021 report in support of the referral of the scheme to the Advisory Management 

Committee and my comments in relation to the various material planning considerations are set 

out in pages 8 to 13 therein which will be issued to the Independent Inspector as part of this 

process. It should also be borne in mind the material considerations that the case officer applied 

in considering the planning application for the extensions included ensuring that the Garden City 

Design Principles had been taken into account.  

3.4 A key point arising from the above, and one which is understood to be a significant issue for 

LGCHF and one of the principal reasons why Scheme of Management consent was withheld is 

due to the alleged ‘poor quality’ of the drawings submitted for the proposal. The drawings were 

identical for both the planning application and Scheme of Management consent application.  

3.5 As the Independent Inspector will be aware, the provision of an acceptable standard of drawings 

is a fundamental pre-requisite for planning applications to be registered and validated by a local 

planning authority when dealing with an application for planning permission. In this case, the 

same drawings submitted for the Scheme of Management Consent and planning application were 

submitted and the local planning authority accepted these for the purposes of determining and 

indeed, granting, planning permission. I cover the above in more detail on pages 7 and 8 of the 

previously issued January 2021 report.      

 

4.0 CASE IN SUPPORT OF APPEAL   

 

4.1 There is currently only a limited exchange of correspondence in our possession that has been 

issued by the LGCHF that sets out its concerns with the proposal for Scheme of Management 

Consent. Upon receipt of this Statement of Case, we understand that LGCHF will prepare its own 

Statement of Case and will, in due course, post the Board or Heritage Advisory Panel Reports, 

the Advisory Management Committee Minute and the Board of Management Minute on the 

LGCHF website and send these and other documents to the Independent Inspector. We will 

review these and provide our comments at the appropriate time.  

4.2 To date, the appellant has received the following formal notifications from LGCHF:    

• LGCHF letter of refusal for initial scheme dated 30.07.20 (copy included at Appendix 4 in 

January 2021 report) 
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• LGCHF letter of refusal for scheme the subject of this appeal dated 29.10.20 (copy 

included at Appendix 6 in January 2021 report)  

• LGCHF letter confirming decision to refuse upheld by Advisory Management Committee 

dated 22.04.21 (copy at Appendix 2 of this report) 

• LGCHF letter confirming the appeal is live and setting the deadline for the receipt of this 

Statement of Case dated 27.05.21 (copy at Appendix 3 of this report)    

4.3 The 22 April letter essentially confirms that the initial concerns set out in the LGCHF’s October 

2020 letter remain and so we deal with these concerns in more detail below. 

4.4 LGCHF comments that the proposal as it stands would be better described as demolition of the 

house and the building of a new detached dwelling and combined with the alleged poor quality of 

the drawings leads to a lack of clarity for members of the public and of the team and members of 

the Committee responsible for determining the application. We do not agree with this view.  

4.5 The drawings are considered perfectly adequate and are drawn to a recognised scale and 

provide sufficient information to enable those that are experienced at reading plans to understand 

what is proposed.  The drawings have dimensions marked on them, include a north point and a 

scale bar. We fail to see why the information presented is unclear, particularly given that a 

decision to grant planning permission for the scheme illustrated in the drawings had been based 

on the same set of drawings and where the validation requirements in relation to the scale and 

other requirements for drawings of the local planning authority are explicitly stated and robustly 

enforced.   

4.6 As for the suggestion that the scheme is better described as a demolition and replacement 

dwelling, again we disagree. As the Independent Inspector will be able to see from the drawings 

when comparing the existing floor plans with the proposed floor plans, there are elements of the 

existing structure that will be retained in the finished dwelling were consent to be forthcoming and 

the scheme implemented.  

4.7 For example, the garage will remain in its current location and the front west facing wall will 

remain on its current line, albeit extended southwards towards no  Likewise, the 

majority of the south elevation will be retained as part of the works. Whilst the eastern and 

northern elevations will be removed, this is to facilitate the erection of the side and rear 

extensions. It is accepted that there are considerable works proposed as part of the scheme, but 

nevertheless by definition, these are extensions to the existing building and not a demolition and 

rebuild proposal. To suggest anything otherwise is considered disingenuous. Moreover, both the 

description of development for the planning application and the Scheme of Management Consent 

application describe the proposals as involving extensions as opposed to demolition and 

redevelopment in an event.   

4.8 To date LGCHF has not explained in any detail what additional information they would need to be 

provided by the appellant to ensure a clear understanding of the proposals and that would then 
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enable LGCHF to provide a comprehensive list of issues to address. Notwithstanding this, 

LGCHF have proceeded to set out aspects of the scheme they have concerns about.  

4.9 These aspects were dealt with in our January 2021 Report on pages 14 and 15 but in summary:  

• The change in the main roof form from hipped to a gable is not untypical of the area, with other 

properties on Pasture Road having gable ends as the Independent Inspector will be able to view 

on the site visit.  

• The garage block is proposed to be raised to match the height of the main dwelling. This was an 

aspect commented on by the planning officer in assessing the planning application and it was felt 

that due to the distance from the road and the size of the plot this would not be unduly prominent. 

Bearing in mind planning policy requires that the Garden City Design Principles be followed in 

planning applications and the application was permitted, we do feel that the LGCHF should have 

followed suit.  

• LGCHF commented that both these aspects were contrary to the Design Principles although 

those state such alleged ‘breaches’ would ‘not normally’ be acceptable thus implying there is 

room for exceptions to be made and we consider this to be one such example given the extensive 

size of the plot and variety of different dwellings in the local area. 

• LGCHF commented on the proposed change of window design from glazing bars to open glazed 

units with stone cladding. The appellants proposal is to renew the windows in the entire property 

and to propose powder coated aluminium windows with stone surrounds. Properties in the 

surrounding area have a wide variety of window styles and therefore such replacement windows 

should not be seen as being a point of objection. 

• The rear elevation was commented as being poorly designed with the proposed triple gable 

contrived and compounded by the alignment of windows. Due to the width of the extension 

across the plot, a triple gable roof is considered an appropriate design solution to provide a 

suitable roof form across the breadth of the property. Furthermore, the rear elevation will not be 

open to public views and given the long rear garden should be considered appropriate.                   

4.10  It is also necessary to fully consider the various types of features covered in the Design 

principles for the Modern Character Area. These were covered in pages 13 and 14 of the January 

2021 report, but in summary:  

• Page 7, Rear Extensions, Detached Dwellings – the guidelines indicate that extensions up to 5 

metres in depth at ground and first floor level may be acceptable. Extensions beyond this depth 

on very large plots may exceed 5 metres from the original main rear building line if it can 

demonstrated that there is negligible affect on the neighbouring properties and it is not 

detrimental to the character of the dwelling or its setting. The depth of the rear extension is 6.5 

metres which is considered acceptable on a plot where the rear garden is some 40 metres in 

depth. Furthermore, there is a minimum 1 metre gap provided between the south elevation of the 
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extension and the boundary with , well in excess of the minimum 0.3 metre 

distance stipulated in the guidelines.   

• Page 9, Side Extensions, All Dwellings - the guidelines indicates side extensions should be 

consistent with the character of the existing house utilising the detailing and matching materials. 

Here, the proposal is to replace the smaller ground floor side extension and replace it with a two-

storey extension that then wraps around the rear as well. Whilst it is noted that the planning 

officer did express some reservations with this proposal, ultimately the Council in determining the 

planning application, and having regard to the LGCHF guidelines were content to accept this 

which we consider is the correct assessment as the extension is sufficiently separated from the 

adjoining dwelling. In relation to roof pitches, whilst the garage pitch is enlarged it is not, in our 

view, out of character with the dwelling and there are other such examples of forward projecting 

elements of the main elevation at the same height such as at no  (see Plate 9 in 

Appendix 1). It is noted that there is a requirement for a 1m gap between the extension and 

property boundary which is provided on the south side of the dwelling. For the north side whilst a 

2m gap is normally required for two storey side extensions in this case the claimant’s property 

northern boundary abuts the footpath with   set further back from its side boundary which the 

planning officer was comfortable with and again this is considered the correct assessment. There 

is also a substantial treed boundary line between the two properties which will help to screen the 

extension.  

• Page 18, Windows – the design guide indicates that windows should ideally match those of the 

existing dwelling, and this is a point raised by LGCHF in its refusal of the Scheme of Management 

consent. However, the guidance also states that windows should remain open glazed if this was 

the original design whereas here the appellant is moving from windows with glazing bars to clear 

aluminium powder coated windows. The planning officer makes a fleeting reference to these but 

does not actually comment one way or the other on their appropriateness or otherwise. In our 

view, the proposed replacement windows would be high quality and would not detract from the 

proposed dwelling’s appearance and should therefore be considered appropriate. Again across 

Pasture Road there is a wide variety of window styles and the proposed windows would add to 

this rich mix of styles 

• Page 19, Alterations to existing walls – the guide indicates that many properties were originally 

finished in unpainted render and continue to create unity in groups of houses. The existing 

property has an element of ground floor render, in common with no  with vertically hung tiles on 

the front elevation. The proposal is to reface in brick, which is also very prevalent in Pasture 

Road, and therefore not inappropriate, albeit the suggested type was not supported by the 

planning officer hence the condition attached to the planning permission requiring samples to be 

approved. The appellant would accept any such requirement to be appended to an approval of 

the appeal.  

 



 

 10 

 

4.11 The various concerns expressed by LGCHF in relation to the proposals to alter and 
extend no 17 Pasture Road imply that it considers them to result in a dwelling that is out 
of character with the surrounding area. Whilst the LGCHF’s website does not contain 
historic details of previous Scheme of Management consents we have reviewed the 
planning history of the example properties set out in the photographs in Appendix 1 which 
are provided to demonstrate the variety of styles of properties in Pasture Road. 

4.12 Again the North Hertfordshire District Council website contains a limited amount of 
documentation associated with planning permissions granted in respect of the various 
properties but we note the delegated officers report in relation to planning permission 
granted in 2018 for a two storey side and rear extension and single storey front extension 
to provide a new garage to no  which states at 
paragraph 4.1.2 “ The sites surroundings are residential in character, presenting a mix of 
detached dwellings on spacious plots. The dwellings are individual in heights, widths, 
materials and architectural style and detailing” a comment which we entirely agree with. A 
copy of the report appears at Appendix 2. 
    

5.0 SUMMARY 

5.1 In our judgement, the decision of the LGCHF to refuse Scheme of Management Consent for the 

proposed alterations to no 17 Pasture Road was misguided and unjustified. The fact of the matter 

is the proposals are for alterations and extensions to an existing property on a large plot and are 

not inappropriate. The proposals are not significantly different to anything else in the immediate 

surrounding area which has been approved. The Pasture Road area has a wide variety of 

dwellings with no cohesive style other than large properties on large plots. Moreover, planning 

permission has been granted for the same development where NHDC’s consideration was partly 

based on its assessment against the LGCHF’s guidance. There is therefore no justification for 

refusing as the proposals will maintain the character of the area.   
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APPENDICES  

APPENDIX 1 – Photographs of selected photos.  

 

Plate 1 – View of the front elevation of 17 Pasture Road 
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Plate 2 – View of rear elevation of 17 Pasture Road 
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Plate 3- View of part of rear of 17 Pasture Road and garden  
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Plate 4 – view of part of rear and garden of 17 Pasture Road.  



 

 15 

 

Plate 5 – View of extent of rear garden to 17 Pasture Road 



 

 16 

 

Plate 6 – View of front elevation to  with no 17  
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Plate 7 – View of front elevation to  with the driveway to in the bottom 

left hand corner 
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Plate 8 – View of front elevation to  
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Plate 9 – view of front elevation of   
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Plate 10 – View of front elevation of   
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Plate 11 – View of front elevation of   
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Plate 12 – View of front elevation to  
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Appendix 2 – Delegated Officer Report for 2018 planning permission   



DELEGATED FILE NOTE

CASE OFFICER: …  ……………………………………………

APPLICATION 
REFERENCE

BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF 
DEVELOPMENT

APPLICATION SITE

Two storey side and rear extension and 
single storey front extension to provide 
new garage.

Letchworth Garden City

Hertfordshire

SG6 

Submitted Plan Nos

3225 01;  3225 08;  3225 09;  3225 42;  3225 45B;  3225 46B;  3225 47B  

1.0 Policies

LP28 House Extensions



LP55 Car Parking Standards

LP57 Residential Guidelines and Standards

LP58 Letchworth Garden City Design Principles

SECN12 Achieving well-designed places

XD1 Sustainable Design

XD2 Hse Extns,Replacement Dwells,Outbuilding

XD3 Protecting Living Conditions

XT2 Parking

2.0 Site History

2.1  - Two storey side extension, two storey rear extension and first floor 
balcony following demolition of existing garage.  First floor front extension, alteration 
and extension to front dormer window, insertion of ground floor window to side (north) 
elevation and attached double garage and garden store to front (as amended by plans 
received 13 April 2016) – Conditional Permission 21/04/2016

3.0 Representations

3.1 None received.

4.0 Planning Considerations

4.1 Site and Surroundings

4.1.1 The site lies within the specified settlement of Letchworth Garden City. The property is 
 the west side of Pasture Road.   



4.1.2 The sites surroundings are residential in character, presenting a mix of detached 
dwellings on spacious plots. The dwellings are individual in heights, widths, materials 
and architectural style and detailing.

4.2 Proposal

4.2.1 The application seeks planning permission for the erection of two storey side and rear 
extensions and a single storey front addition to accommodate a garage. The signle 
storey front extension would host a pyramid style roof connected to the dwelling by a 
pitched roof connecting store and outdoor W/C. The two storey side additions would 
present two front parapeted gable elevations above dual pitched roofs. To the rear, the 
additions would present two flank gabled rear projections, one parapeted, one plain, 
with a recessed patio area between. The patio would have a small projecting triangular 
space.

4.2.2 The proposal has a lot of similarities to the previously approved and extant permission 
referenced . The principle difference between the two schemes is that 
the plain parapeted rear addition along the north west flank would be reduced in its 
depth. The other difference is the shape and form of the first floor balcony between the 
two two storey rear extensions with gabled rear elevations.

4.3 Key Issues

4.3.1 The building proposed in this application would not have a materially different impact 
on the existing dwelling or sites surroundings as the extant permission. As such, there 
is no reason to come to an alternative conclusion in regards to policy 28 and 57 of the 
Saved Local Plan.

4.3.2 The proposed development has been assessed in terms of the impact on the living 
conditions of the occupiers of adjoining premises. There is a reduction in the scale of 
the built form to the fall-back position, and as such, no harm is considered to result 
form the proposal in terms of loss of light or unduly dominant built form. There has 
been an active reduction in the number and positioning of side facing windows in this 
proposal as compared to the extant permission. Considering the distance of the 
balcony from adjoining premises, as well as the limited section projecting beyond the 
side screening walls of the two storey rear extensions enclosing it, I do not consider the 
reconfigured balcony would cause loss of privacy. As a result, it is considered that no 
material harm would arise to the living conditions of the occupiers of adjoining premises 
in terms of loss of privacy.

4.3.3 No further considerations, such as parking, ecology or tree removal, are materially 
different from the previous considerations under the extant permission. I have no 
concerns in regards to the way these matters were previously dealt with in the 
recommendation.

4.3.4 The conditions on the previous planning permission have been reviewed. The condition 
requested obscure glazing shall be amended slightly to reflect the more limited window 
detailing in this proposal, however, it remains necessary to prevent loss of privacy. It is 
not considered that a condition removing permitted development rights for the insertion 
of new first floor side facing windows is necessary, as any first floor side facing 
windows inserted under permitted development would need to be obscured glazed and 
non-opening by condition, and as such, would not result in loss of privacy.   

4.4 Conclusion



4.4.1 Subject to conditions, it is considered that the proposed development would comply 
with the policy provisions of the development plan.

5.0 Recommendation

5.1 That planning permission be GRANTED subject to the following conditions:

 1. The development hereby permitted shall be begun before the expiration of 3 years 
from the date of this permission.

Reason: To comply with the provisions of Section 91 of the Town and Country 
Planning Act 1990 as amended by Section 51 of the Planning and Compulsory 
Purchase Act 2004. 

 2. The development hereby permitted shall be carried out wholly in accordance with the 
details specified in the application and supporting approved documents and plans 
listed above.

Reason:To ensure the development is carried out in accordance with details which 
form the basis of this grant of permission.

 3. The windows at first floor level on the south east and north west facing flank 
elevations of the development hereby permitted shall be permanently glazed with 
obscure glass and non-openable unless 1.7m above the finished floor level of the 
room which it serves.

Reason:To safeguard the privacy of the occupiers of the adjacent dwelling.

 Proactive Statement:
 Planning permission has been granted for this proposal.  Discussion with the 

applicant to seek an acceptable solution was not necessary in this instance.  The 
Council has therefore acted proactively in line with the requirements of the 
Framework (paragraphs 186 and 187) and in accordance with the Town and Country 
Planning (Development Management Procedure) (England) Order 2015.

Development Management
North Hertfordshire District Council
Council Offices
Gernon Road
Letchworth
Herts
SG6 3JF



Date: 4 October 2018




