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Item 5a 
 
20/01235/MFA Artificial Games Pitch/Multi Use Games Area with Fencing 

and Floodlights. 

 

Berkhamsted Hockey Club, Tring Road, Tring, Hertfordshire 

1) The Report 
 
Dacorum Core Strategy Policies. This includes Policy CS24 Chilterns Area of 
Outstanding Beauty, which is referred to other parts of the Report. 
 

2) Response from Hertfordshire County Council: Lead Flood Authority 
 
Following a review of the information submitted online, we have no further comments 

to make. We maintain our position as recommended in our letter dated 10 July 2020. 

3) Response from Hertfordshire Ecology to BHHHC clarification of moving the 

pitch 17m North East towards the club house and 3.5m to the South East 

If it’s about the 17x3.5m then Hertfordshire Ecology is happy with that.  HE just 

hoped it had been in the submitted documents. 

4) Orchard Cottage, Tring Road, Tring, Hertfordshire, HP23 5RF 

Objection 

Reasons for Objection: 

 Affect Local Ecology 

 Inadequate Access 

 Inadequate Parking Provision 

Whilst we recognise the need for an artificial hockey pitch at BHHHC - given the lack 

of similar facilities locally and the significant demand, we feel that the infrastructure 
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will not support the increase in traffic and parking, and turn what is already, at peak 

times, a chaotic situation into an unmanageable one and it is therefore imperative 

that, if approved there are concrete plans built in to solve these logistical issues, 

which are outlined below. 

There is a high level of support for these plans (hundreds of people and schools 

clearly require a decent pitch to play hockey on) but few supporters are adversely 

impacted by the realities of the access issues. Living at the property next door to the 

hockey club, we feel positioned to comment on the realities of the traffic issues. 

The issue of access 

Access is via the 'BOAT' (Byway open to all traffic): a mostly single-width track in 

extremely poor repair and too narrow to support even the modest traffic it handles 

today. An artificial pitch will boost traffic: more players and more spectators: the plan 

suggests up to 90 extra cars and school buses/coaches a day. Currently, at peak 

times, it can take 15 minutes to navigate the 200m from our house to the A4251, with 

traffic queuing on the A4251.  

There are 3 sections of the road that have issues: 

a) Section A: the 20 or so metres immediately after turning off the A4251. This is a 

narrow single car-width section with properties adjacent on either side. At peak times 

traffic is backed up both ways, backing up on to the A4251. 

b) Section B: the main section of the BOAT. Generally single track, with occasional 

passing points, providing cars are not parked. But at peak times cars are parked 

here, rendering it single track.  

c) Section C: the last 30 - 40 metres after turning left, just before reaching the 

Hockey Club gate and car park. This is a private road owned by the hockey club, 

over which our property has a Right of Way easement. It is a single-track road, and 

another pinch-point. Again, at peak times we already struggle to get out of our 

house. 

The issue of road quality 

The road surface is dreadful, and the source of much frustration from anyone that 

has travelled it. It is not fit in its current state for the current traffic load, let alone an 

increase. Myself and others have had car damage due to the size and severity of the 

potholes.  

Regardless of the outcome of this application, the road should be tarmacked, and 

should be one of the conditions applied to this application if approved.  

The issue of parking 



The plans include a suggested site for additional parking, which would be essential. 

However, using the existing grass surface (as per the existing plan) would not suit 

and would force people to park along the BOAT when it is wet, making it impossible 

for cars to pass. The current plans should therefore be conditional on the proposed 

parking sites being suitably surfaced (hardcore or tarmac). 

Preserving the AONB 

The proposed site is in an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. Care must be taken 

to ensure the pitch blends in with the surroundings and does not spoil the 

spectacular surroundings. Whilst floodlighting is necessary, there will be light 

pollution up to 10pm each evening. We welcome the proposal of using LEDs for 

reduced light pollution, although we would urge consideration of whether the height 

of the lighting itself could be reduced to minimize the impact? 

5) Chiltern House, Tring Road, Cow Roast  

A letter referring to the submitted representation on the Agenda includes the 

following photograph: 

 

6) Fendley Barn, Cow Roast 

We would like to object the application state above due to the following 

considerations: 

1. Extensive light pollution, light disturbance and noise pollution. The 

extensive lighting and the long hours of use stated will create a huge amount 

of light disturbance and noise pollution. The poles mentioned in the 

application are higher than the surrounding trees that only partially cover the 

proposed pitch already. This will cause a huge amount of light disturbance for 

the surrounding houses and especially in winter when their will be no trees on 

the leaves acting as a screen and when the pitches will be in use on the dark 

evenings. The applicants have falsely claimed that the trees will screen the 

lights and due to the long periods stated for us it will create a continual unfair 

disturbance for local households such as ours which face the proposed pitch. 



As well as the light pollution there will also be noise pollution. The hockey club 

regularly without the large increase in the amount of people using the facility 

and the night time use from both cars and people. 

2. A4251 Road entry and exit level of danger. The single lane in place is so 

far from adequate for the proposed 90 cars that will be arriving at the new 

proposed pitch. This ‘track’ is already overused due to 40 or so cars parking 

there already on weekdays due to Stratstone Garage’s use of it and 

sometimes on Saturdays when the lower pitches are used for Football. This 

creates an overspill already on to the main road which is dangerous for the 

local residence and for the Hockey Club members themselves. The potential 

to have around 100 cars using this entrance and exit poorly surfaced track is 

unrealistic and dangerous for the 100 or so cars to be pulling out on a blind 

corner where often traffic is going 60mph instead of the proposed 40mph in 

Cow Roast. This stretch of road has seen multiple accidents over the years 

and the addition of 100’s of cars entering this corner under pressure from 

large amounts of cars all also trying to leave at the same time is dangerous. It 

is not only cars pulling out that is the issue but also cars pulling in. It is a one-

way section so if there is queues to get in this will lead to cars sticking out in 

to the main road. Due to the nature of matches this is highly likely with teams 

and supporters arriving at the same time and exiting together.  This level of 

danger will only be heightened further when the Cow Roast Pub reopens and 

there are adjacent exits with no priority processes in place and this only 

enhances the blind spot even further by having others car entering and exiting 

alongside.  

3. The local area is an area has the status of outstanding natural beauty 

(AONB). The development put forward would go against this and it should 

continue to be protected due to its AONB status. Many people use this area to 

go on walks through the landscape and it has many rolling hills situated 

around the proposed development. The proposed site would be clearly visible 

and damage this natural beauty.  

4. Car parking levels underestimation and dangerous spill over. Stratstone 

Garage use the track road leading up to the proposed pitch already and this 

has led to problems already. Normal days can see a significant amount of 

cars already parked there. They were stopped from parking on the more 

suitable parking area that was built alongside BHHHC and now use this 

stretch of the one lane track. The levels of car parking required are far more 

than proposed by BHHHC. The planning application does not take the garage 

in to account and the increase in the number of cars that would be entering 

the sight. This again only heightens the level of danger entering and exiting 

the sight as well as the over spill of cars forced to park on the verges when 

there is not enough space. 

We would like Dacorum Borough Council to consider these dangers and points 

mentioned when considering this application. There will be extensive light and noise 

pollution and the proposed pitch is not going to be built in the correct location for 

something of its size and for the high amount of use. We have already seen from 

previous high-speed accidents in and around Cow Roast that the vast increase in the 



amount of cars entering and exiting the sight from a single track means a life 

changing accident is only a matter of time. 

Recommendation 
 
As per the published report. 
 
 
******************************************************************************************* 
 
Item 5b 
 

20/01866/FUL Demolition of Existing Dwelling and Construction of Five 
Dwellings  
 
16 Park Road, Hemel Hempstead, Hertfordshire 

Cllr Uttley has requested that the following pictures are circulated. 
 
a) Front Elevation to 16 Park Road 
b) Garden to 16 Park Road 
c) View from Vicarage Close 
 

 
 



 
 

 
 
 
 
 



Objection Pack received from ‘Vicarage Close and Park Road Residents’ 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 



 
 
 



 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 



 
 
 



 
 



 
 
 
 
 



 
 
Recommendation 
 
As per the published report. 
 
 

 
 



Item 5c 
 
20/01667/FUL Demolition of 4 single story barns currently used as 
dwelling. Erection of a low carbon 1.5 storey 4 bed family home, annex and 
garage. 
 
Greenings Farm, Stocks Road, Aldbury, Tring. Hertfordshire  
 
Objection received from resident: 
 

 Little Stocks is the old house overlooking both Stocks and Greenings Farm including the 
current low level barn dwellings and the current gardens at the property. I am quite 
staggered by the proposed development and the inclusion of a 9.3m dwelling which would be 
a blot on the current aspect from the north and the main aspect of our house Little Stocks, 
Little Stocks Cottage and all dwellings in North Aldbury facing the village.  
 

 At present there are four low level buildings and the proposal is to knock these down and 
build a hanger type barn which is some 100 yards in length with limited cover from a road 
side hedge some 2m high. It will be overly visible from all aspects.  
 

 The interesting fact is that the new proposal does not actually sit on the current location and 
it appears some 80% of the new build will be on the current garden (undeveloped land) in full 
view of our house, the Cottage and the numerous footpaths up into the Ashridge Monument 
Estate, along Stocks Road and the main footpath into Aldbury which is an incredibly popular 
route. In reality this is a new development on a current garden / undeveloped land.  

 

 The 9.3m high barn has a number of roof lights increasing considerably not just light 
pollution but light from a material height impacting views across the village from the North 
side of the village. As you will appreciate Aldbury has little lighting and this will change the 
outlook.  

 

 The proposed substantial use of glass on the front aspect and the right elevation is not in 
keeping with the current barn dwellings either at the site or Stocks Barns.  
 

 The proposal is for a 9.3m high roof line which must be in the region of 6m higher than the 
current dwellings located at the site.  

 

 The plans are surely not in keeping the village feel or aspect of one that is an area of 
outstanding natural beauty (CAONB) and would be a huge development in the valley seen 
from all aspects by walkers and those that live and look onto the current site. It is interesting 
that the full proposed views ignore the impact of the valley and present a flat landscape 
which is far from reality. 
 

 I cannot see how this type of development can be aligned to the current planning strategy 
and would urge a major rethink and downsizing of the proposal. 

 
Recommendation 
 
As per the published report 
 



 

 
Item 5d 
 
4/02109/19/FUL Site fencing and hardstanding (retrospective) 
 
Land off Pipers Hill/Church Meadow, Great Gaddesden 
 

1) Comments received from Pipers Barn, Pipers Hill, Great Gaddesden 08.10.2020 

 

Comments:  

 

I continue to OBJECT to this Retrospective Planning 

Application and reiterate the main points contained in my 

previous submissions to Object to both 4/01875/19/FUL 

and 4/02109/19/FUL. 

 

As a resident of Great Gaddesden village, every time I 

leave and come back to my residence, I pass the 

intersection of Pipers Hill and Church Meadows, which has 

been referred to as "the prominent corner", and would be 

the first view of the village itself that any visitor would 

encounter. 

 

It is important to consider the situation that appertained at 

the time of the fence's first erection - over a year ago in 

2019 - and disregard any comments that the growth of 

flora and greenery have lessened the impact of this fence. 

 

This application should be rejected, in my opinion, for 

several robust arguments: 

 

1. It is a retrospective application - i.e. it acknowledges 

that planning laws have already been breached, and this is 

now a cynical attempt to gain approval as if nothing 

untoward had ever happened by the applicants. 

 

2. The fence's construction is totally inappropriate and out 

of all sympathy with its surroundings, Great Gaddesden 

village's location in an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, 

the Conservation Area, and the general natural Chiltern 

habitats and scenery. 

 

3. The height of the fence is also out of proportion with 

adjoining boundary walls and the need to keep any 

livestock intended to be grazed on Bishop's Tip. At 1800 

mm high, the height is 50% above that height 

recommended for enclosing sheep and the fence height on 

the water meadows opposite. 

 

4. Whilst acknowledging the Applicants' offer to reduce the 

height at "the prominent corner" to 750 mm, it would 

make sense, from the perspective of keeping livestock 

secured within the fence boundary, to have a consistent 

height of 750mm everywhere. 



 

5. The fence has been erected in a completely arbitrary 

way such that it now encloses vital utilities such as 

telephone posts and access chambers, and has grabbed 

land from the ownership of both Herts CC and Dacorum BC 

without permission or a valid transfer of land process. 

 

No robust evidence has been brought forward to support 

the allegations of garden waste being deposited onto 

Bishop's Tip land, nor has the "frequently blocked gates" 

accusation levelled at parents dropping pupils off for the 

village school been proven. Other agricultural land owners 

and farmers appear to manage perfectly well in 

transferring sheep and livestock in and out of fields without 

the benefits of an extensive hardstanding that has been 

laid down with the Bishop's Tip area itself. 

 

The following would be the statement I would make to the 

Development Committee under the 3-minute rule 

pertaining to individual objectors: 

 

 

To the members of the Dacorum Council's Development 

Committee. 

 

Thank you for letting me speak at this meeting. 

 

This is an application for Retrospective planning approval 

in respect of the erection of fencing on Bishop's Tip within 

the Great Gaddesden Conservation Area and at the most 

prominent corner of our lovely village. 

 

"Retrospective" is generally used to denote looking back 

and in this case, this application is seeking to gain official 

approval for a past action - the erection of a fence - that 

was undertaken without any planning permission being 

granted. 

 

It is obvious that the applicant only applied for 

retrospective planning permission after objections were 

raised. Any responsible landowner would have complied 

with the law and followed due process. 

 

The fence's construction cannot be held under any method 

of judgement as "sympathetic" to the Conservation Area. 

This type of fence is only suitable for a ball-court, and is 

marketed by manufacturers as such. It is wholly 

inappropriate for agricultural and livestock usage. 

 

In addition, it has not been erected on the line of the 

existing paling and wire fence, which had not been looked 

after or maintained effectively over many years. Therefore, 

where the new fence has been erected, this has resulted in 

a "land grab" from land owned by Herts County Council 

and Dacorum Borough Council. This is illegal, as well as 

enclosing public utilities behind the fence, and should not 



be permitted.  

 

The corner between Pipers Hill and Church Meadows is the 

main access point to Great Gaddesden village - "the 

prominent corner" - and the 1800mm high ball-court fence 

originally proposed, and currently erected, forms an 

eyesore, completely out of keeping with our lovely village, 

and out of character with the surrounding beauty of the 

Chilterns. It is also 50% higher than that recommended for 

sheep enclosures. 

 

A re-application offered to reduce the fence height to 

750mm in one corner to match the height of an adjacent 

wall. If this reduction is of sufficient height to retain 

livestock, then this can surely be the norm for the whole 

fence, and not just in that one corner. This would reduce 

the visual impact at the prominent corner of Great 

Gaddesden.  

 

Lastly, the fence material is inappropriate and adversely 

affects the village at its most prominent point, and if the 

2010 Conservation Area Report's words are to mean 

anything, then I would remind the Committee to resist 

proposals which fail to respect the form and materials of 

traditional boundary treatments. 

 

In summary, my request of this Development Committee 

is to reject the retrospective planning application on 3 

substantive grounds:- 

 

- The fence has been erected in an incorrect position;  

 

- Its height is out of all proportion with requirements to 

enclose sheep or other livestock; 

 

- The fence's construction has no sympathy with the 

Conservation Area and does not represent traditional 

boundary treatments. 

 

In addition, there are spurious claims of garden waste 

deposits, none of which has been supported by robust 

evidence, as a rationale for erecting the fencing.  

 

I have lodged detailed objections against both the original 

application and the revised plan - and these expand on my 

summarised objections in this statement. 

 

Thank You. 

 

 

 

2) 4 Church Cottages, Church Meadow 

 

There is little change since the original flawed application. 

All previous objections still apply. The land remains 

contaminated with toxic material and is subject to 



investigation by the Environment Agency. It would be 

negligent of Dacorum to allow Mr Bishop to disturb this 

land, no matter how attractive his inducements. The health 

and safety of residents and school children is at stake; 

Dacorum should accept their responsibilities towards the 

local population, and not just rubber-stamp this 

application. 

 
 

 
 
Recommendation 
 
As per the published report  
 
 

 
Item 5e  
 
20/02050/FHA Rear extension, hip to gable roof extension with new 
dormer. New 2 storey side extension. Replacement windows. 
 
10 Bunkers Lane, Hemel Hempstead, Hertfordshire 
 
 
Recommendation 
 
As per the published report  
 
 

 
Item 5f 
 
20/02549/FHA Two storey side/rear extension with a single storey rear 
extension and front porch (amended scheme) 
 
24 Finch Road, Berkhamsted, Hertfordshire  
 
Statement received from the neighbouring property at No.22 (Finch Road): 
 
Dear Sirs, 

Thank you in advance for your consideration of this objection to planning proposal 

20/02549/FHA concerning the proposed development at 24 Finch Road. The key 

points to our objection to this latest proposal were set out in detail and are included 

in Agenda reports pack, in Appendix B under ‘Neighbours Responses’ on page 341. 

As the Committee will be aware, this planning proposal represents an amended 

design/plan to one which was previously rejected by both Berkhamsted, twice and 

Dacorum Management Committee due to the layout, scale, bulk and height of the 



second storey rear extension being overbearing and would cause loss of amenity to 

number 22 Finch Road (in March, September and May this year respectively).  

I have read that 45º rule is guidance only. It is not a panacea for everything. Other 

factors are also important, for example; 

a. Distance between houses (there is only 2m between 24 and 22 Finch Rd). 

b. Compass directions (South more affected then North). 22 Finch Rd is SSW. 

c. A right to light acquired rule when there has been an uninterrupted period of 

20 years. We had uninterrupted light in this way for a period of 36 years. 

d. Precedence. There is no precedence of the development of this scale, 

especially the second storey rear extension where houses are so close like 

ours. This is a fact. 

e. Loss of light, loss of sun light. 

f. Overshadowing.  

We recognise our neighbour's right to refurbish their house. I want to use this written 

statement to be clear that our objection to this new planning proposal is not an 

attempt by us to frustrate or delay this process but to flag that our concerns about 

the proposal remain and have not been adequately addressed.  

In short, the only minor alteration made to these latest proposals is that the design 

for the second-storey rear extension has been moved back by 79cm. This immaterial 

change to the prior plans, which were rejected and deemed overbearing, means that 

this large extension will still project well beyond the existing footprint of the building 

in a dramatic way that does not have precedent in our local area where house are so 

close like ours. In addition, it is apparent that the architects have partly offset the loss 

to square footage caused by the above by taking the opportunity to further extend 

the single-storey component to the rear extension by at least 30cm.  

Reiterating our key concern on this; we strongly believe that the layout, scale, bulk 

and height of this extension will overshadow the rear of our house, which is south 

west facing, including our ground-floor rear windows / French doors which are the 

natural source of light to our dining room and a rear paved patio area which we have 

enjoyed the sunshine. The plans, as they stand, will reduce our enjoyment of this 

area; what was previously a sun-trap will become damp and dark.  

With a view to resolving this matter in a pragmatic way, and looking at other existing 

developments in our local area which were permitted, it seems clear that a simple 

adjustment to the plans can be made so that the height of the rear extension is 

reduced so that the second storey rear extension does not go beyond the original 

blueprint of the house (in line with other houses on the road). As a compromise we 

would be comfortable with the proposal if the second storey part of the extension 

does not extend beyond the rear of 22 Finch Road, reducing the impact of the 

overshadowing and loss of sun light. 



I am disappointed and frustrated that other developments within the street scene 

such as Nos. 17, 19, 21, 26 and 35 are being used as justification for this two storey 

rear extension. I had explained previously that none of the properties have the 

second storey rear extension beyond the blue print of the original house. Number 17 

extension does not go beyond the rear end of number 19. 26 Finch Road second 

storey rear extension does not extend beyond the blue print of the original house as 

seen in Fig 8 in DESIGN_AND_ACCESS_STATEMENT-1107933. 

 Having visited the properties and looked from the street, there is no precedent for a 

rear and side extension of the scale proposed here where the house are so close 

like ours, which would overshadow us and reduce our quality of life. This is a fact. 

There is no justification for this development on this basis. 

Our secondary objection is that the proposed front-facing extension to create a porch 

area, projecting the footprint closer to the street beyond the existing bay window will 

be overbearing and will take an unacceptable amount of light from our front facing 

living room bay windows. Again, this is the only natural source of light to our living 

room which we've enjoyed for the previous 36 years uninterrupted. We would ask 

that this design is also modified to reduce the impact on our amenity. In planning 

officer’s report, paragraph 9.7 states that the first floor extension (porch) would 

measure approximately 1.2 meters from the front elevation but in 

‘DESIGN_AND_ACCESS_STATEMENT-1107933’ paragraph 3.3 says that it will 

project no further than the line of the existing bay windows to the front elevation, the 

difference of about 1m. We would be comfortable with the latter. 

In summary, we remain very concerned that the proposed plans do not incorporate 

the feedback of Dacorum or Berkhamsted Management Committee which rejected 

them on the grounds of layout/scale/bulk/height and overshadowing. Although the 

initial impression created by the submitted plans could be that many alterations have 

been made, the substance of the design is closely similar with only a 79cm 

concession made to the double-storey element which would continue to overshadow 

22 Finch Road. 



Photographs received from the neighbouring property at No.22 (Finch Road): 

 
 
 
 
Recommen
dation 
 
As per the 
published 
report  


