
Page 1 of 20 
 

BERKHAMSTED TOWN COUNCIL 
 

Minutes of the Meeting of the 
 

TOWN PLANNING COMMITTEE 
 

held in the Council Chamber, Civic Centre, Berkhamsted on 
 

Monday 15 December 2014 at 7.30 pm 
 
 
 
MEMBERS PRESENT: 
 
Councillors:  L Handy - Chair 

P Warren - Vice Chair 
A Armytage    

   J Ashbourn 
T Ritchie 

   G Stevens 
   P Matthews – Ex Officio (Town Mayor) 
   E Collins – Non-Committee Member 
 
OFFICER:  Gary Cox – Town Clerk 

 

       36 members of the public 
  
 
TP 182/14   Apologies for Absence 
 
   There were no apologies for absence.   
 
TP 183/14  Declarations of Interest  
  
   There were no declarations of pecuniary interest. 
 

Councillor Stevens declared a personal interest in applications 
4/01369/14/OUT, 4/03091/14/FUL and 4/03375/14/FUL as he knew 
some of the objectors; 4/2835/14/RET as the applicant was a relative 
of a friend; 4/03286/14/MFA and 4/03271/14/MFA as he had met with 
developers; 4/03274/14/FUL and 4/03307/14/FUL as he had spoken to 
some objectors; 4/03356/14FHA as he knew the architect; and   
4/03380/14/ROC as he knew a director of the company. 

 
    Councillor Ashbourn declared a prejudicial interest in 4/03419/14/FHA 

as the applicant was his neighbour; and a personal interest in 
applications 4/03274/14/FUL and 4/03307/14/FUL as he knew some 
objectors. 

 
    Councillor Armytage declared a personal interest in 4/03274/14/FUL 

as he had an email exchange with an objector regarding the 
application. 
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    Councillor Ritchie declared a personal interest in applications 
4/01369/14/OUT, 4/03091/14/FUL, 4/03274/14/FUL, 4/03307/14/FUL 
and 4/03375/14/FUL as he knew some objectors; and 4/2835/14/RET 
and 4/03380/14/ROC as he knew the applicants.  

 
    Councillor Warren declared a personal interest in applications 

4/03274/14/FUL, 4/03307/14/FUL, 4/01369/14/OUT, 4/03091/14/FUL 
and 4/03375/14/FUL as she knew some of the objectors; and 
4/03348/14/FHA, 4/03531/14/LBC and 4/03546/14LBC as she knew 
the applicants. 

 
    Councillor Matthews declared a prejudicial interest in application 

4/03396/14/TPO as he was the applicant and a personal interest in 
4/03274/14/FUL as he knew some of the objectors; and 
4/03380/14/ROC as he knew the applicant. All other Councillors 
declared a personal interest in application 4/03396/14/TPO as the 
applicant is a Town Councillor. 

 
    Councillor Handy declared a personal interest in applications 

4/03169/14/OUT as he knew some objectors, 4/03193/14/FUL and 
4/03194/14/LBC as he frequented that establishment; 4/03274/14/FUL 
as some objectors were known and he had met with a representative 
of the applicant, 4/03307/14/FUL as he had met with a representative 
of the applicant; and 4/03375/14/FUL as objectors were known to him. 

   
TP 184/14   Minutes of the Last Meeting   
 
   The minutes of the last meeting held on 24 November 2014 were 

agreed as a true record and signed by the Chair. 
 
TP 185/14   Chair’s Communications 
    
   The Committee noted that communications had been received. 
    
TP 186/14  Public Participation  
 

There was no public participation. 
 
 

TP 187/14   The Committee considered forms and drawings for applications 
relating to the Town of Berkhamsted received from Dacorum Borough 
Council and it was RESOLVED: 

 
    That Dacorum Borough Council is informed of the Council’s comments 

and observations, if any, as follows. The Council also trusts that due 
regard will be taken of any objection which may be received from 
neighbours in the vicinity. 
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4/01369/14/OUT AMENDED and/or ADDITIONAL PLANS / INFORMATION – 
Demolition of side extension to number 20 and construction of 
detached family dwelling and pedestrian access – outline application 
with access and layout (Deletion of double garage, with car parking in 
area of demolished garage and pedestrian path only, through to 
proposed house, retention of large Conifer trees) at land to rear 18 and 
20 Millfield.  (JA) 

 
It was RESOLVED to suspend Standing Orders to allow Mr Caddle, a 
near neighbour to speak against this application. 

 
   Mr Caddle was speaking on behalf of a number of residents and was 

disappointed and surprised that the application had already been 
scheduled to be considered at the Borough Council’s Development 
Control Committee. 

 
     Mr Caddle considered that the Planning Officer’s report for that 

meeting had ignored comments from the Town Council and residents 
and the Borough’s own planning policies. 

 
   There were a number of inaccuracies to highlight, including the 

assertion that the proposed house will ‘create no more noise than use 
of a garden.’ Residents also considered that the statement that 
‘pedestrian-only access will stop all future infill’ was disingenuous. 

 
   The proposed house will be backland development, mean a loss of 

amenity for adjacent neighbours and be out of keeping with the mock-
Tudor houses that make up the streetscene.          

 
   The meeting was reconvened. 
 
   Object. 
 
   This amended plan is the third in a series of applications for this site. 
 
   Some background: At its planning meeting of 21 July 2014, the Town 

Council objected to the initial proposal to which this amended 
application refers as follows: 

   
 ‘The proposal represents a form of back land/tandem development 

which is an unsatisfactory form of development and inappropriate in 
this area. 

 
The development would have an adverse impact on the existing 
residents of number 22 due to vehicle noise and headlamp glare given 
the close proximity of the access road to number 22 and, for the same 
reason, would have a similarly negative impact on any future residents 
of number 20. These issues are exacerbated by the steep slope to the 
proposed access road. The proposal would also impact negatively on 
the amenity of Vaucluse.’ 
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That application provided for garaging adjacent to the northern 
elevation of the proposed dwelling leaving an open access between 
numbers 20 and 22 Millfield through which motor vehicles and service 
vehicles would pass. For the reasons stated above, Berkhamsted 
Town Council objected to this arrangement. 
 
In a subsequent amended application of 19 August, the garaging was 
removed. In its stead, tandem car parking was proposed adjacent to 
number 22 at the entrance to the access road, where it remains in this 
amended plan. 
 
At its meeting on 1 September 2014, the Town Council objected to that 
amended proposal as follows: 
 
‘The revised car parking arrangements, garaging and access are a 
contrived and unacceptable attempt to meet an objection with regard 
to the previous scheme.   

 
 While the tandem parking would be on the land of number 20, it would 

be in closer proximity to the side elevation of number 22, thus causing 
a similar, if not worse, loss of amenity to number 22 with regard to 
noise and illumination. 

 
The proposed parking arrangements would pose an obstacle to 
service vehicles and detract from the character of the area. 
 
We reiterate our previous objections concerning the tandem 
development as proposed, the harm it would cause and the 
unwelcome precedent which it would set. 
 
Contrary to Core Strategy Policies CS 11, CS 12, CS 25 and 
Berkhamsted Character Area (BCA) 7.’        
 
The current application: Given that the current application retains 
those features of the previous application to which we objected, we 
reiterate again our previous objections and would merely add the 
following:   
  
Paragraph 2.6.5 of the Saved Local Plan Supplementary Planning 
Guidance (Area Based Policies) states that ‘ tandem development ....is 
a common form of backland development which is ‘the most inefficient, 
problematic and unsatisfactory (form of backland development)’. The 
paragraph goes on to say that ‘It is the Council’s view that this is a 
generally unsatisfactory form of accommodating new housing.’ 
       
In addition to providing wholly unsatisfactory for the reasons previously 
stated, it is inconceivable that any purchaser of a dwelling of the size 
proposed here would remain satisfied with the absence of parking 
provision closer to hand. Certainly, one would expect, not 
unreasonably, an application for enclosed garaging to follow soon after 
purchase, with the entire attendant issues already objected to. 
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Millfield is in Berkhamsted Character Area 7, where it is recommended 
that car parking be provided within the curtilage of the dwelling. We 
would suggest that the definition of curtilage would have to be overly 
elastic to embrace this proposal. 
 
The issues raised by this application and our objections to it are so 
fundamental with respect to any proposed ‘tandem development’ that 
we have not commented thus far on the scale and layout of the 
development proposed.  
 
Nevertheless, given that the proposed dwelling would occupy the width 
of two gardens (belonging to 18 and 20), the scale and site coverage 
are clearly excessive and out of character with neighbouring 
properties.  
 
The proposed development also fails to provide a safe and satisfactory 
means of access for all users, nor provide sufficient parking or 
sufficient space for servicing. 
     
Contrary to Core Strategy Policies CS 11, CS 12 (a and b), CS 25, 
Saved Local Plan Supplementary Planning Guidance paragraph 2.6.5 
and Berkhamsted Character Area (BCA) 7.      
 

4/02835/14/RET Retention of boundary fence adjacent 3 & 4 Ilex Court, Montague 
Road.  (NP) 

 
 No objection. 
 
4/03091/14/FUL Change of use from A1 to A5 use class with opening hours Monday to 

Saturday 11am – 11pm and Sundays and Bank Holidays 11am – 
10pm.  Installation of an external extraction flue at Entreat, Gossoms 
End.  (NG) 

 
Object. 

 
 This application represents inappropriate change of use in what is 

primarily a residential area in Gossoms End, where there is no 
precedent for a late night take-away food outlet.  

 
 The proposals would be detrimental to the character of the area and 

the listed buildings between which it would be situated. 
    
 We object to the proposed, revised late night opening hours which we 

consider excessive and anti-social in a residential area, including a 
large number of retired residents, and out of keeping with other 
establishments in Berkhamsted High Street. We would also object to 
any further extension of those hours.     

  
 We would not wish to encourage late night congregations which 

usually occur around the take-away with the latest opening hours. We 
have concerns about the potential for anti-social behaviour, litter and 
further vandalism caused by potential customers congregating outside 
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the building and astroturf at Lagley Meadow Youth Centre, which has 
been regularly reported to the police and repairs required to the 
amenity.  

 
In support of this, we cite Hertfordshire Constabulary’s local Safer 
Neighbourhoods Winter 2014 Newsletter which identified Lagley 
Meadow as an area where young people congregate, make noise, 
drink alcohol and take drugs.       

  
We are not reassured as to the suitability of the ventilation as 
proposed and would refer this to Environmental Health.  

 
 The proposal will encourage on-road parking, for which there is 

inadequate provision, but which, nevertheless, causes congestion at 
the narrow width of the road when existing spaces are occupied; and 
will create traffic problems in Victory Road as the only available turning 
point for cars in the area. 

      
Contrary to Core Strategy Policy CS 12c and Saved Local Plan Policy 
119. 

 
 Note: Since this application has been received, the premises have 

been converted and are currently in use as a Barber’s Shop. 
 

Local residents report a series of taxis parking outside the premises, 
including evenings when the Barbers is closed. Any use of the 
premises as a taxi office would be contrary to assurances provided by 
the applicant to Development Control Committee.  

     
4/3193/14/FUL Internal and external refurbishment with new staff room, extended beer 

garden and new alleyway beer garden at The Crown Public House, 
145 High Street.  (MD) 

 
Object. 

  
 Refurbishment: There is inadequate information to access the 

acceptability of the intended refurbishment for a Listed Building. 
 
 Extended Beer Gardens: By virtue of noise and light pollution, 

exacerbated by the late night/early morning closing times (1.00am on 
Fridays and Saturdays) of this establishment, the proposal to extend 
the beer garden would impact adversely on the amenity of properties 
adjoining the current car park and detract from the Conservation Area. 

 
 The existing parking facility accessed through the alleyway, where 

another beer garden is proposed, is used to full capacity by staff 
employed by the establishment who reside beyond Berkhamsted. 

     
 Given the late night/early morning start and finishing hours and length 

of shifts, we question whether it is realistic for the relevant staff to use 
more sustainable transport as suggested, or find alternative car 
parking provision in either public car parks or on residential roads, 
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which we would object to in any case given the current level of parking 
congestion in the area. 

 
 Comparisons with Kings Arms in respect of the proposed beer gardens 

are invalid, by virtue of dissimilarities in layout, scale and proximity of 
adjacent properties. 

 
Contrary to Core Strategy Policies CS 12 and CS 27 and Saved Local 
Plan Policies 119 and 120.      

  
4/03194/14/LBC Internal and external refurbishment with new staff room, extended beer 

garden and new alleyway beer garden at The Crown Public House, 
145 High Street.  (MD) 

 
Object. 

 
Refurbishment: There is inadequate information to access the 
acceptability of the intended refurbishment for a Listed Building. 

 
 Extended Beer Gardens: By virtue of noise and light pollution, 

exacerbated by the late night/early morning closing times (1.00am on 
Fridays and Saturdays) of this establishment, the proposal to extend 
the beer garden would impact adversely on the amenity of properties 
adjoining the current car park and detract from the Conservation Area. 

 
 The existing parking facility accessed through the alleyway, where 

another beer garden is proposed, is used to full capacity by staff 
employed by the establishment who reside beyond Berkhamsted. 

     
 Given the late night/early morning start and finishing hours and length 

of shifts, we question whether it is realistic for the relevant staff to use 
more sustainable transport as suggested, or find alternative car 
parking provision in either public car parks or on residential roads, 
which we would object to in any case given the current level of parking 
congestion in the area. 

 
 Comparisons with Kings Arms in respect of the proposed beer gardens 

are invalid, by virtue of dissimilarities in layout, scale and proximity of 
adjacent properties. 

 
Contrary to Core Strategy Policies CS 12 and CS 27 and Saved Local 
Plan Policies 119 and 120.   

 
4/03236/14/FHA Installation of single Conservation style roof light to rear roof area of 18 

Station Road.  (MD) 
  

No objection. 
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4/03254/14/FUL Demolition of existing porta-cabins and construction of single storey 
extension to the existing classroom block at Haresfoot School, 
Chesham Road.  (AP) 

 
No objection. 
 
Subject to compliance with Green Belt Policy. 
 
The construction method should comply with and accommodate the 
discovered issues on adjacent trees. 
 

4/03274/14/FUL Change of use to Shelter for rehabilitation at 22-24 Clarence Road.  
(RB) 
 
It was RESOLVED to suspend Standing Orders to allow Mr Heath of 
the applicant Druglink to speak for this application and Miss Bunyan  
and Mr Scheepers, near neighbours to speak against the application. 

 
    Mr Heath explained that Druglink had consulted with the Borough 

Council in advance of the application being submitted and 
subsequently with local residents on proposals for the rehabilitation 
shelter. 

 
   Mr Heath explained that any risks to the local community presented by 

residents at the Hostel would be assessed and managed; residents 
would be regularly tested for alcohol and drug use; and any residents 
who are asked to leave the shelter will be accommodated at a hostel in 
Hemel Hempstead. 

 
   Only 1 car parking space would be used at the shelter, with residents 

using public transport and visitors asked to use public car parks. 
     
   Miss Bunyan said that the application sought change of use to 

multiple occupation and the proposals represent an over-intensive use 
of the premises, with insufficient communal living or outdoor amenity 
space. This would mean residents at the centre would use the yard at 
the front of the building as amenity space, which would allow them to 
overlook adjacent properties. 

 
   Miss Bunyan expressed concern that local residents would have no 

knowledge of the background of those staying at the centre. Miss 
Bunyan also queried what attempts had been made to market the 
property to remain as offices or what other uses had been considered 
by the Borough Council, including for social housing or local 
community use.  

        
   Mr Scheepers added that there were concerns about management of 

the shelter, safeguarding, and the implications for crime, anti-social 
behaviour, noise and disturbance. 

    
   Mr Scheepers said that if change of use were granted, then any clients 

could be housed, not just ex-service people. 



Page 9 of 20 
 

    This was an inappropriate location for a rehabilitation shelter, next to 
Victoria School, Butts Meadow, a public park and playground. This 
raised serious concerns regarding child safety and fear of crime in the 
neighbourhood. 

 
   Residents have been given no assurances that a risk assessment has 

been undertaken. 
 
   The property provides inadequate outdoor amenity space and 

residents of the shelter are likely to use Berkhamsted Depot as 
recreational space. This is highly unsuitable.   

    
   The meeting was reconvened. 
 
     Object  
 
   Whilst we support the work of Druglink, we consider this to be an 

inappropriate location for the proposed change of use to shelter for 
drug and alcohol rehabilitation   

 
 The site is in close proximity to Butts Meadow where, as reported in 

the Winter Newsletter of Hertfordshire Constabulary’s local Safer 
Neighbourhoods Team, ‘young people have been congregating (at 
Butts Meadow) making noise, and drinking alcohol and taking drugs. 
The Team has moved the young people on and seized drugs and 
alcohol....’ 

 
 We consider this is hardly an ideal environment in which to locate to a 

rehabilitation centre, which may, in turn, compound an existing 
problem. 

   
 The proposed site also abuts Victoria Church of England First School 

and Nursery and a well used alleyway between Victoria School and 
Butts Meadow, which raise concerns about child welfare, particularly 
given that the residents of the shelter are likely to attract visitors who 
may have similar addictions. 

 
 We are mindful of the advice provided by DrugScope, in their 

publication ‘Planning for drug and alcohol treatment services: a brief 
guide to planning considerations’. This was published in 2012, with 
support from the National Treatment Agency for Substance Misuse 
and based on Home Office guidance.  

 
These guidelines state that the following questions should be central in 
the process of choosing suitable premises: 

  

 Is the property situated in an inappropriate location( ie close to a 
school, a playground or a residential area)? 

 Is the property easily accessible by public transport?  

 Is the proposed use of the property likely to result in a marked rise 
in vehicle traffic or numbers of people calling? 



Page 10 of 20 
 

 Is the proposed use of the property likely to cause disturbance to 
neighbours at unreasonable hours? 

 Is the property likely to be the cause of other forms of nuisance? 

 Is the proposed use of the property likely to involve and activities 
that are otherwise unusual to that area? 

 How will the drug and alcohol treatment service be perceived by 
people in the neighbourhood? 

 What can be done to minimise impact and improve relations with 
the community? 

    
No evidence has been provided to support this change of use or 
address the issues raised by the DrugScope guidance, despite the 
sensitive location. Nor has there been any attempt to advertise the 
building as available for its current use, as office space.  
 
The proposal for 6 bedrooms with shared kitchen, living room and toilet 
and no garden provides inadequate internal and external amenity 
space, and represents overdevelopment in the Conservation Area. 
   
There is no guarantee that were the change of use to be granted, the 
premises would continue to be used for the current intended category 
of person. 
 
There is no evidence that Druglink, or Dacorum Borough Council for 
that matter, has conducted a risk assessment in relation to the change 
of use, the likely impacts on or knock-on effects in the community. 
  
There is no indication of how those potential risks are to be managed, 
to allay the fear of crime, assure the security of residents and children 
in the area. What, if any on-site supervision, security or surveillance 
would be put in place and what assessment would be made of the 
impact of a transient population of residents at the Centre on the local 
community? 
 
There is a concern that whilst Druglink will manage residents at the 
centre, albeit from afar in Hemel Hempstead, they will not be able to 
have any control over friends and visitors to those residents, 
particularly in the evenings when residents are unattended.  
 
There is no apparent risk assessment that the shelter is in the most 
appropriate location for the recovering addicts to stand the best 
possible chance to be rehabilitated or that this location is the most 
suitable or preferable to any others available in the Borough.  

    
   It is disappointing that the change of use application did not follow 

DrugScope guidance.  The application was always likely to be 
contentious but there was no attempt to engage the community on this 
proposed change of use or to consider the impact on local residents 
and has compounded concerns about the risks and impact of centre on 
the local community.  
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The consultation which occurred subsequently appears to have been a 
knee-jerk reaction to the response to the notification of the planning 
application and which raised as many questions as it was intended to 
answer.   
 
We object strongly to the way this application has been managed; it 
does not engender confidence in the way the proposed shelter might 
be managed.  
 
We have a concern about the success of the shelter at this location, in 
light of clearly strongly felt objections from local residents towards this 
application.  
 
Contrary to Core Strategy Policies CS 11 and CS 12 and planning 
guidance provided by DrugScope. 

     
4/03307/14/FUL Change of use to Shelter for rehabilitation at The Gable, Prince 

Edward Street.  (RB) 
 
It was RESOLVED to suspend Standing Orders to allow Mrs Williams 
proprietor of Gobstoppers Theatre Company, Gable Hall, next door to 
the application site, to speak against the application. 

 
   Mrs Williams agreed that all objections to the previous application 

were relevant and made additional comments specifically to the Gable 
House application. 

 
   Mrs Williams explained that around 250 young people from across 

Dacorum attend Gobstoppers every week. The Theatre Group has 
rigorous safeguarding arrangements in place with regard to child 
safety, including all adults being CRB checked.  

 
    Mrs Williams explained that Gable House (the application site) and 

Gable Hall share a courtyard and the Gable House kitchen door opens 
onto that courtyard.  

 
   The proposal represents an over-intensive use of Gable House. It 

would also mean that residents at the rehabilitation centre would be 
able to look into the theatre and see children performing.  

 
   As Gable House has no other outside amenity space, residents would 

use that courtyard at the same time as children attending the theatre 
group. That would raise serious safeguarding concerns. 

 
   Residents may also use the courtyard for smoking which would put the 

health of children at risk.       
     
      The meeting was reconvened. 
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   Object  
 
   Whilst we support the work of Druglink, we consider this to be an 

inappropriate location for the proposed change of use to shelter for 
drug and alcohol rehabilitation   
 
The proposed site is adjacent to Gable Hall, which is used as a 
Children’s Theatre Group. The two buildings share a courtyard. The 
close proximity of the two buildings raises serious safeguarding 
concerns and risks regarding child safety. 

  
The site is also in close proximity to Butts Meadow where, as reported 
in the Winter Newsletter of Hertfordshire Constabulary’s local Safer 
Neighbourhoods Team, ‘young people have been congregating (at 
Butts Meadow) making noise, and drinking alcohol and taking drugs. 
The Team has moved the young people on and seized drugs and 
alcohol....’ 

 
 We consider this is hardly an ideal environment in which to locate to a 

rehabilitation centre, which may, in turn, compound an existing 
problem. 

   
 The proposed site is also close to Victoria Church of England First 

School and Nursery and a well used alleyway between Victoria School 
and Butts Meadow, which raise concerns about child welfare, 
particularly given that the residents of the shelter are likely to attract 
visitors who may have similar addictions. 

 
 We are mindful of the advice provided by DrugScope, in their 

publication ‘Planning for drug and alcohol treatment services: a brief 
guide to planning considerations’. This was published in 2012, with 
support from the National Treatment Agency for Substance Misuse 
and based on Home Office guidance.  

 
These guidelines state that the following questions should be central in 
the process of choosing suitable premises: 

  

 Is the property situated in an inappropriate location( ie close to a 
school, a playground or a residential area)? 

 Is the property easily accessible by public transport?  

 Is the proposed use of the property likely to result in a marked rise 
in vehicle traffic or numbers of people calling? 

 Is the proposed use of the property likely to cause disturbance to 
neighbours at unreasonable hours? 

 Is the property likely to be the cause of other forms of nuisance? 

 Is the proposed use of the property likely to involve and activities 
that are otherwise unusual to that area? 

 How will the drug and alcohol treatment service be perceived by 
people in the neighbourhood? 

 What can be done to minimise impact and improve relations with 
the community? 
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No evidence has been provided to support this change of use or 
address the issues raised by the DrugScope guidance, despite the 
sensitive location. Nor has there been any attempt to advertise the 
building as available for its current use, as office space.  
 
The proposal for 6 bedrooms with shared kitchen, living room and toilet 
and no garden provides inadequate internal and external amenity 
space, and represents overdevelopment in the Conservation Area. 
   
There is no guarantee that were the change of use to be granted, the 
premises would continue to be used for the current intended category 
of person. 
 
There is no evidence that Druglink or Dacorum Borough Council for 
that matter, has conducted a risk assessment in relation to the change 
of use, the likely impacts on or knock-on effects in the community. 
  
There is no indication of how those potential risks are to be managed, 
to allay the fear of crime, assure the security of residents and children 
in the area. What, if any on-site supervision, security or surveillance 
would be put in place and what assessment would be made of the 
impact of a transient population of residents at the Centre on the local 
community? 
 
There is a concern that whilst Druglink will manage residents at the 
centre, albeit from afar in Hemel Hempstead, they will not be able to 
have any control over friends and visitors to those residents, 
particularly in the evenings when residents are unattended.  
 
There is no apparent risk assessment that the shelter is in the most 
appropriate location for the recovering addicts to stand the best 
possible chance to be rehabilitated or that this location is the most 
suitable or preferable to any others available in the Borough.  

    
   It is disappointing that the change of use application did not follow 

DrugScope guidance.  The application was always likely to be 
contentious but there was no attempt to engage the community on this 
proposed change of use or to consider the impact on local residents 
and has compounded concerns about the risks and impact of centre on 
the local community.  
 
The consultation which occurred subsequently appears to have been a 
knee-jerk reaction to the response to the notification of the planning 
application and which raised as many questions as it was intended to 
answer.   
 
We object strongly to the way this application has been managed; it 
does not engender confidence in the way the proposed shelter might 
be managed.  
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We have a concern about the success of the shelter at this location, in 
light of clearly strongly felt objections from local residents towards this 
application.  
 
Contrary to Core Strategy Policies CS 11 and CS 12 and planning 
guidance provided by DrugScope. 

     
4/03286/14/MFA Demolition of former Police Station and Library and construction of 

replacement Library and twenty three retirement apartments at the 
former Berkhamsted Police Station and Library, corner of High Street 
and Kings Road.  (JR) 
 
It was RESOLVED to suspend Standing Orders to allow Mr White, a 
local resident, to speak about the application. 

 
   Mr White asked about proposals for relocating the Library into the 

proposed development. It was confirmed that proposals are for the 
Library to be of a similar size as the current library and occupy a 
ground floor site with an entrance on the High Street.     

     
      The meeting was reconvened. 

 
Object. 

 
 The height, bulk and scale of the proposed northern elevation of this 

development are excessive in this corner plot location. 
 
 Whereas existing properties along Kings Road work with the transition 

of the levels along Kings Road towards the High Street, those of this 
proposed development reverse this pattern. 

 
 The new building would completely dominate this corner plot and 

overshadow the Grade II Listed Building on the opposite side of Kings 
Road (Barclays Bank). At present this junction consists of 2 and 3 
storey buildings.  

 
 As proposed the buildings would be disproportionate for the location, 

which is a landmark site, and would dominate and detract from the 
historic Town Hall, which should be the main focal point in this area.   

 
We would not want the proposed building to become the dominant 
building in the High Street or this part of the Conservation Area. Nor 
would we want the proposed development to become the benchmark 
for scale of buildings.  
 
In addition to lowering the roof height further, we would suggest that a 
lowering of the proposed tower, so as to incorporate it within the 
roofscape, might be considered, to be consistent with the tower in the 
Town Hall.   
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We would suggest that gables are more appropriate on the new 
dwellings which replace the library along Kings Road, rather than the 
hipped ended roofs as proposed. 
 
We are concerned that the new building encroaches too far into the 
existing pavement along the High Street by the traffic lights and would 
seek reassurances as to the sufficiency of the remaining pavement in 
what is a busy pedestrian and road crossing route. 
 
We object to limited amenity space for residents, the absence of 
parking for visitors and service providers to the apartments and the 
absence of space for storage of buggies. 
 
We object to the loss of parking provision for staff and visitors to the 
library. Whereas two spaces will continue to be provided for disabled 
persons, the current allocation of 5 spaces for staff and 8 further public 
spaces will be reduced to 2 spaces for staff and 2 for visitors to the 
library respectively. This reduction of 9 parking spaces will put even 
more pressure on the already over-stretched public and on-street 
parking in the area. 
 
We are concerned about the impact of the bin collection on the traffic 
flow on Kings Road given the proximity of the exit to the traffic lights, 
and on the egress of residents turning towards the High Street. 
 
Overall, this development represents an attempt to squash a quart into 
a pint pot, and as such it equates to a gross overdevelopment of the 
site, which by virtue of its dominance will detract from the Conservation 
Area in this critical location at the heart of Berkhamsted.  
 
Contrary to Core Strategy Policies CS 11, CS 12, CS 13, and CS 27 
and Saved Local Plan Policies 119 and 120.      
 

4/03271/14/MFA Demolition of former garage buildings and redevelopment to provide 
thirteen new dwellings through a combination of conversion and new 
build at land at High Street and Swing Gate Lane.  (JR) 
 
It was RESOLVED to suspend Standing Orders to allow Mr and Mrs 
Adams and Mr Fryer, adjacent neighbours to the application site, to 
speak against this proposal. 
 
Mrs and Mrs Adams questioned the accuracy of the current planning 
application, its measurements and its resultant impact on Mr and Mrs 
Adams neighbouring property at 2 Curtis Way. These inaccuracies 
have been substantiated by an independent surveyor.  
 
Specific concerns are:  
 

 that the proposed development will overlook and dominate the rear 
boundary and outlook on the property at 2 Curtis Way.   
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 the proposed Coach House boundary line and distance from 2 
Curtis way is unclear. The proposed scale, roof form and window of 
the Coach House will impact on privacy in the kitchen, living room, 
a bedroom and the garden    

 

 windows on the flank facing the corner of the building appear too 
close to the boundary wall, directly overlook the garden, impact on 
privacy and dominate their house 

 

 the impact of additional cars – potentially 26 cars plus guests and 
visitor – when only 2 car parking spaces are provided. This is 
already a heavily congested area of parked cars and with parking 
restrictions on the High Street. The proposal will add to that parking 
congestion.   

       
   Mr Fryer of 15 High Street added that the Coach House would also 

overlook his property causing loss of amenity. The plan seems to 
propose that his garden wall will be demolished to be replaced by a 
new wall of the development. The Coach House appears to extend 
further onto a busy pavement. 

   
   The meeting was reconvened. 
 

Object. 
  

The height, bulk and scale of the High Street elevation of the building 
on the corner of the High Street and Swing Gate Lane is excessive in 
relation to neighbouring cottages along the High Street. 
 
The building dominates and detracts from the character of the Grade II 
Listed Building (The Bull) on the opposite side of the road; and will 
dominate this part of the High Street and Conservation Area. 
 
The excessive height of the development is illustrated further by the 
fact that, whereas the height of existing buildings along Swing Gate 
lane towards the High Street work with the transition of levels along the 
road, the roofline of this proposed development goes in the opposite 
direction.    
 
We consider rendering as originally proposed on the building on the 
corner plot to be more in keeping with neighbouring properties than the 
hanging tiles now proposed. 
 
We are concerned about the accuracy of the drawings and the impact 
on privacy and amenity of neighbouring buildings. We suggest the 
windows on the flank wall be opaque glazing. 
 
The new building appears to encroach too far into the existing 
pavement along the High Street by the traffic lights and would seek 
reassurances as to the sufficiency of the remaining pavement in what 
is a busy road crossing route. 
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We are also concerned about the increased pressure on car parking 
spaces the development will bring. Parking provision is already 
insufficient in the area. The proposed development will both increase 
demand for parking from residents at the flats and at the same time 
remove a supply of available parking for existing residents currently 
available at this site.     
  
We consider this proposal to represent an overdevelopment of the site 
and out of keeping with the character of the Conservation Area of 
which it would be a part. 
  
Contrary to Core Strategy Policies CS 11, CS 12, and Saved Local 
Plan Policies 120, Appendix 3 and Appendix 7. 
 

4/03318/14/FHA Demolition of existing single storey extension and erection of new two-
storey extension and single storey garden room at 71 George Street.  
(EW) 

 
Object. 
 
The scale, mass and bulk of the proposal is excessive and detrimental 
to the Conservation Area, where the rear of properties is of the same 
significance as the front. 
 
If approved, the proposal would leave a rear garden depth of 8.5m, 
which is unacceptable in this locality. 
 
Contrary to Core Strategy Policies CS 12 and CS 27 and Saved Local 
Plan Policies 120, Appendix 3 and Appendix 7, 
 

4/03329/14/TCA FOR INFORMATION ONLY – Work to Ash tree and remove Ivy at 52 
Cross Oak Road.  (AP) 

 
Noted.  

 
4/03333/14/LDP FOR INFORMATION – Conversion of garage to habitable space.  

External alterations to door / windows to match existing at 16 
Meadway.  (MD) 

 
Noted.  

 
4/03346/14/FHA Single storey rear extension with flat roof at 2 Brimstone Walk.  (AP) 
 
 We have a concern about the height of the proposed chimney. 
  
4/03348/14/FHA Demolition of existing garage and construction of triple garage at Lane 

End House, Shootersway Lane.  (JA) 
 

No objection. 
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4/03356/14/FHA Demolition of garage and construction of single storey side and front 
extensions at 3 Lochnell Road.  (AP) 

 
No objection. 

 
4/03375/14/FUL Demolition of two timber garages and construction of one 4-bed 

dwelling at land adjacent Holly House, Doctors Commons Road.  (IK) 
 
No objection. 
 
Subject to confirmation that the frequent reference to the impact of the 
proposed amendments on 27 Kings Road should refer to the impact on 
29 Kings Road. 
 
We would draw the Case Officer’s attention to points made by a 
resident of the neighbouring property Darul Aman regarding the 
revised lantern design and screening/frosting of side and rear 
windows. 
  

4/03380/14/ROC Variation of Condition 2 (hours of opening) of planning permission 
4/02116/13/FUL – For creation of a retail sales area and running of 
brewery tours ancillary to brewery use at 2 River Park, Billet Lane.  (IK) 
 
No objection. 

 
4/03396/14/TPO Works to trees at 1 The Oaks, Cross Oak Road.  (MD) 
 
 Councillor Matthews had declared a prejudicial interest in this 

application (which is 2 The Oaks rather than No.1 as indicated on the 
covering letter to the plan) and left the room.  

 
No objection. 

  
Councillor Matthews returned to the room. 
 

4/03397/14/FHA Two-storey side extension and part single/part two-storey rear 
extension.  Extension of existing raised patio at 17 Swing Gate Lane.  
(MD) 

 
No objection. 

 
4/03410/14/FHA Conversion of conservatory to study at 33 Shrublands Road.  (IK) 
 
 No objection. 
  
4/03412/14/HPA Single storey rear extension measuring 4.5m deep with a maximum 

height of 3.65m and a maximum eaves height of 2.4m at 72 Swing 
Gate Lane.  (NP) 

 
No objection. 
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4/03418/14/TPO Works to trees at 14 Greenes Court, Lower Kings Road.  (EW) 
 

No objection. 
 
4/03419/14/FHA Proposed single storey rear extension at 69 Kitsbury Road.  (MD) 
 

Councillor Ashbourn had declared a prejudicial interest in this 
application.  
 
It was RESOLVED to suspend Standing Orders to allow Mr Ashbourn 
an adjoin neighbour, to speak against this application. 
 
Mr Ashbourn explained that this proposed extension was for a full 
width extension, which was too high, would be visually intrusive, block 
light to his garden, and be out of character with other buildings in the 
street. 
 
The meeting was reconvened. 
    
Councillor Ashbourn left the room. 
 
We have a concern regarding the loss of amenity for number 68 due to 
the height of the proposed extension. 
 
Councillor Ashbourn returned to the room. 
 

4/03449/14/TCA FOR INFORMATION ONLY – Fell Scots Pine at 19 Cowper Road.  
(JR) 

 
Noted.  

 
4/03451/14/FHA Replacement front door at 22 Shrublands Avenue.  (MD) 
 

No objection. 
 
Subject to the replacement door matching the existing design. 

 
4/03462/14/TPO Works to Lime tree at Berkhamsted School, Kings Road.  (JR) 
 

No objection. 
 
4/03469/14/FHA Two-storey side and rear extension and single storey rear extension at 

19 Ashridge Rise.  (JR) 
 
 Object. 
 

We consider the flat roof on the proposed 2-storey side extension and 
the position of the rear dormer in relation to the flank wall to be 
inappropriate.  
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Notwithstanding the side extension being set back from the frontage of 
the main building, a hipped roof cut into the main roof would seem 
more in keeping/harmonise with the property and street scene. 
 
Contrary to Core Strategy Policy CS 11 and CS 12 and Saved Local 
Plan Policy Appendix 7 paragraph A7.2 (b) 
 

4/03480/14/LDP FOR INFORMATION – Single storey rear extension at 9 Cross Oak 
Road.  (NP) 
 
Noted.  

 
4/03531/14/LBC Type and position of radiators and pipe runs at 127 High Street.  (JA) 
 

We would refer this to the Case and Conservation Officers for 
determination. 
  

4/03546/14/LBC Installation of ground floor finishes (carpet and vinyl) at 127 High 
Street.  (JA) 
 
We would refer this to the Case and Conservation Officers for 
determination. 

 
 
TP 188/14  Planning Appeals 
 

The Committee noted that no planning appeals have been received. 
                   

  
TP 189/14  Planning Appeal Decisions 
    

The Committee noted that no planning appeal decisions had been 
received. 

 
 
TP 190/14  Planning Decisions 
 

The Committee noted the planning decisions circulated with the 
agenda.  
 

 
TP 191/14  Close of Meeting 
 
   The meeting closed at 10.06pm  


