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Appeal Decisions 
Site visit made on 30 June 2015 

by Cullum J A Parker  BA(Hons) MA MRTPI AIEMA 

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government 

Decision date: 14 August 2015 

 

Appeal A Ref: APP/J1915/W/15/3011990 
Frogmore Farm, Frogmore Hill, Watton at Stone, Hertford, SG14 3RR 

 The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 

against a refusal to grant planning permission. 

 The appeal is made by Mrs S Warren against the decision of East Hertfordshire District 

Council. 

 The application Ref 3/15/0058/FP, dated 12 January 2015, was refused by notice dated 

11 March 2015. 

 The development proposed is demolition of a single storey boiler room/detached aviary 

building, erection of a single storey side extension with basement and internal 

alterations to the main dwelling. 
 

Appeal B Ref: APP/J1915/Y/15/3011993 

Frogmore Farm, Frogmore Hill, Watton at Stone, Hertford, SG14 3RR 

 The appeal is made under section 20 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation 

Areas) Act 1990 against a refusal to grant listed building consent. 

 The appeal is made by Mrs S Warren against the decision of East Hertfordshire District 

Council. 

 The application Ref 3/15/0059/LB, dated 12 January 2015, was refused by notice dated 

4 March 2015. 

 The works proposed are demolition of a single storey boiler room/detached aviary 

building, erection of a single storey side extension with basement and internal 

alterations to the main dwelling. 
 

Decision 

1. Both appeal A and B are dismissed. 

Preliminary Matters 

2. I saw at the site visit that there are two chimneys on the east elevations, 

rather than the one shown on the submitted drawing.  It is clear from drawing 
11547-P003-A that permission is sought in this case for the removal of the 

right-hand side chimney on the east elevation, although not specifically stated 
in the submitted evidence.  In this respect, an earlier scheme approved by the 
local planning authority (ref 3/14/1853/FP) also shows that the right hand side 

chimney would not be retained on the east elevation (see drawing 11547-P020 
of that permission).  I see no reason to take a contrary position in this respect 

and saw that it is the other chimneys that provide the visual uniformity rather 
than this chimney.  I have therefore proceeded on the basis that the scheme in 
this case seeks the removal of the right-hand side chimney on the east 

elevation. 
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3. The appeal site is located within the Green Belt.  Neither party expresses a 

view that the appeal scheme would be inappropriate development within the 
Green Belt.  Paragraph 89 of the Framework indicates that the extension or 

alteration of a building, provided it does not result in disproportionate additions 
over and above the size of the original building, is one of the exceptions to 
inappropriate development.  As the proposal would essentially retain the same 

footprint as an earlier approved scheme, (ref 3/14/1853/FP), the proposal is 
included within the exceptions set out in Paragraph 89 of the Framework and 

would not therefore be inappropriate development within the Green Belt.  

Main Issue 

4. The main issue for both appeals is whether the proposed alterations would 

preserve the special architectural and historic interest of the Grade II listed 
building. 

Reasons 

5. The appeal building is a Grade II listed building.  The listing description 
indicates that the oldest part of the building dates from the 16th Century with 

alterations in the mid 17th Century.  It retains historic and architectural 
features such as two crosswings dating from around 1935, with a steep old red 

tile roof to main range.  I saw that the roof form on the building is typified by 
strong gables, with the exposed timber frame clearly visible with pargeting-
type rendering that is relatively unique to the east of England.  Furthermore 

the central chimney lobby-entrance plan house facing south is visually balanced 
by chimneys on the west and east wings from 1935.  These are all architectural 

details that contribute to the significance of the listed building and its 
importance, demonstrating the evolution of the building from its 16th Century 
origins, with later additions in the 17th and 20th Centuries especially noticeable. 

6. Planning permission was granted by the Council under ref 3/14/1853/FP for 
demolition of a single storey boiler room/detached aviary building, erection of a 

single storey side extension with basement and internal alterations to the main 
dwelling (revised scheme) on 3 December 2014.  Although I do not have the 
full details, ref 3/14/1854/LB is likely to be listed building consent for the same 

scheme given its same description.  In particular, the single storey extension 
with basement in that case sought a flat roof form with full height glazing.  

Whilst it was for the Council to determine those schemes, it is clear that the 
proposal in that scheme was found acceptable, ostensibly due to the highly 
contrasting nature of the design providing a further chapter in the evolution of 

the building from the 16th, 17th and 20th Centuries into the 21st Century, with a 
highly glazed and strikingly modern appearance to the extension compared to 

the timber framed existing building. 

7. The scheme before me seeks a change in the flat roof form to two hipped ends 

with a central crown roof and elevations with render and casement windows on 
its north elevation and full length windows on the south and east elevations.  
However, this roof design is more typical of single storey extensions found on 

suburban dwellings dating from the late 20th century rather than adjoining 
historic timber framed buildings, from the 16th/17th Centuries.  Furthermore, 

the introduction of the two hipped roof forms with the crown roof would visually 
be at odds with the strong gables at the end of either wing and the steeply 
pitched main roof all of which are important features of the building’s 

appearance and contribute to its significance.   
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8. The flat roof design already approved would also provide a stark but 

contemporary visual contrast.  In this respect, the difference in that case is 
that the flat roof design together with the highly glazed elevations would 

provide a clear and convincing break between the 1930s extensions which have 
been purposely designed to reflect the older 16th/17th Century elements of the 
building and the new extension.  To the contrary, the hipped roof proposed in 

this case would, rather than reinforce the evolutionary nature of extensions to 
the listed building, would fail to preserve its special architectural and historical 

features.  Furthermore, the hipped roof design would be detrimental to its 
setting when viewed from the grounds by appearing as a late 20th Century 
suburban styled addition to the building.  The appellant points to the fact that 

the footprint would be the same as an already approved scheme, with the 
difference being the roof design.  Be that as it may, it does not alter the fact 

that the roof form in this case is unacceptable for the reasons above.   

9. Whilst I agree with the appellant that the proposal would not result in 
substantial harm to the significance of the heritage asset, it would nonetheless 

result in less than substantial harm to its significance by reason of the 
inappropriate roof form proposed.  Paragraph 134 of the National Planning 

Policy Framework (the Framework) requires that this harm is weighed against 
the public benefits.  In this case, no clear public benefits have been given.  
Moreover, I am required to give considerable importance and weight to the 

desirability of preserving the listed building or its setting or any features of 
historical or architectural interest, as required under Sections 16(2) and 66(1) 

of the Planning Listed Buildings and Conservation Area Act 1990, as amended, 
and I do not find in this case that the historical or architectural interest of the 
listed building would be preserved by the proposed works. 

10. I therefore conclude that the proposed alteration would fail to preserve the 
special interest of the Grade II listed building.  Accordingly, the proposals are 

contrary to Policies ENV1, ENV5 and ENV6 of the East Herts Local Plan Second 
Review 2007, which seek to ensure that that proposed extensions should be to 
a design and choice of materials either matching or complementary to those of 

the original building, and the Policies of the Framework, which amongst other 
aims seek to ensure that heritage assets are conserved in a manner 

appropriate to their significance. 

11. For the reasons given above, and taking into account all matters raised, I 
conclude that both appeals should be dismissed. 

Cullum J A Parker        

INSPECTOR 

 


