



LONG CRENDON PARISH COUNCIL

Minutes of the Planning Committee meeting held in Church House, High Street 

           on 21st  June 2010 at 19.30. 

            PRESENT. 
Cllrs M Le Brun (Chairman), C Bevan, S Butler, A Camden, C Cozens, V Gilbert, and J Hooper.  



G Walker (Preservation Society) 

Cllr M Edmonds and Cllr D Smith G Stevens (Parish Clerk) and  J Goddard (Press)

81 members of the public.

37/10

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION  




The Chairman welcomed all present and requested Councillors and the Clerk introduce themselves to 




those present.



. 




The Long Crendon Baptist Church represented by Pastor J Steadman, Pastor N Turton, A Kratt and M Walker 



gave further information and explanations in relation to various aspects of application.10/00904/APP.





Members of the public opposed to the development were represented by C Eckton and  R Willis who gave 




detailed reasons for their opposition to application 10/00904/APP. E Asher also spoke in opposition.




J Hooper gave the  opinion of the Preservation Society, noting that although the building is not listed it




is noted as a prominent building in the conservation area review. 





The Chairman thanked the speakers and advised that their comments had been noted. 
38/10
APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE



Cllr A Tighe, S Jones PCSO 
39/10
 MINUTES OF THE MEETING held on 17th May 2010



It was RESOLVED that the Chairman be authorised to sign the minutes as a true record of the meeting. 

40/10
DECLARATION OF INTEREST




None.

41/10
PLANNING APPLICATIONS



It was RESOLVED that the following responses be sent to Aylesbury Vale District Council.
	10/00904/APP

10/00478/APP

10/00832/APP         

           10/00876/APP
10/00945/APP

10/01090/APP


	Long Crendon Baptist Church High Street -  Erection of single storey side extensions and first floor rear extension.Various written representations addressed to Council were noted and see detailed comments in Annex 1.
24 Highfield - Provision of driveway and dropped kerb (retrospective).Council has no objection, but noted that the applicant should be required to tarmac the driveway and  tidy the area as soon as possible..
67 Chilton Road.- Demolition of existing garage and construction of two storey side extension. Council has no objection.
24 Bilwell.- T1 Holly tree- crown lift and crown reduction. Council has no objection.

15 Carters Lane-Erection of conservatory. Council has no objection.
College Farm, Chearsley Road.- Extension to livestock barn. Council has no objection.



42/10
DECISIONS
  The schedule of decisions was noted. 
43/10
CORRESPONDENCE




The schedule was noted and the following comments were made:- 


Scout Hut-. 08/02479/APP .  The Chairman confirmed that the materials to be used had been notified to Council and that they met the requirements of the Committee.

44/10
REPORTS
None


45/10
OTHER BUSINESS    
Noted that a bid for funds from the Haddenham/Long Crendon LAF would not be pursued at present. 

The Chairman closed the meeting at 21.05 pm

______________________                       _______________

Chairman



Date
Annex 1

Planning Reference: 10/00904/APP

Erection of single storey side extensions and first floor rear extension

Long Crendon Baptist Church, HP18 9AF [see footnote]

Documents considered: Long Crendon Conservation Plan; Long Crendon Parish Plan; Applicant’s Design and Access Statement; Applicant’s site and design plans; AVDC Supplementary Planning Guidance 1 – Parking Guidelines.

Summary
1. We support the aim of Long Crendon Baptist Church (LCBC) to improve their facilities. The church is a very important part of our village community and provides valuable facilities that benefit villagers of all ages. The existing rear extension is outdated and of no architectural merit, so we have no objection in principal to it being demolished and replaced. 

2. However, we do oppose this application. In summary on the following grounds:

· The design, materials and detailing of the proposed extension do not demonstrate a sensitive architectural approach that respects the surrounding context of the Conservation Area and nearby listed buildings;

· The new extension will be too dominant in relation to the original church building;

· The changes proposed to the original church and the front boundary wall will ruin the original church and its setting, and have a detrimental impact on the character of an important street scene within the Conservation Area;

· With the current capacity of the church parking is already a major problem in the village, and given the significant proportion of church goers attending from outside the village further expansion of the facilities will generate even more traffic. The proposed Parking Strategy is wholly inadequate providing no substantive proposals to cope with this growth or meet AVDC requirements for additional parking spaces.
3. Although we have major concerns about the current application, we would welcome the opportunity to discuss with the applicants how they might update their facilities in a way that better respects the location of the Church in a residential area and the impact on the Conservation Area.

Conservation Plan

4. It is disappointing that the application pays no regard to the Conservation Plan (CP) that was only recently adopted by AVDC on 25th February 2009. This followed extensive consultation with the Parish Council, the Preservation Society and local people. This identified the Baptist Church as an important building of ‘Local Note’ and includes a number of references that are very important in considering this application.

Page 4 – “...the High Street is arguably one of the best examples of an historic street within the District”.

Page 52 – “The attractive buildings that line both sides of this narrow curvilinear street are the most cohesive group of buildings within the village which, in combination with sections of frontage boundary walls, create a virtually unbroken line of historic development along the length of the street.” 

Page 55 – “Boundary walls help to reinforce the sense of enclosure and maintain the strong building line along the street, especially where buildings are set back from the pavement edge”. Illustrated by a photograph of the brick wall outside LCBC.

Page 86 – Arched windows in front elevation of LCBC highlighted as an important feature of the Conservation Area.

Page 87 – Examples of historic doors in the village including LCBC.
Page 88 – “One of the few examples of high brick walls found within the village forms the front boundary of the Baptist Church on the High Street. This wall is unusual within the context of the village because it is constructed of brick.....”

Appendix – The Baptist Church listed as a building of Local Note. “Distinctive building within village, important example of mid 19th century architecture and also makes positive contribution due to the understanding of the social history of the village”. 

Long Crendon Parish Plan

5. Also relevant is the Long Crendon Parish Plan published in November 2009, again following very extensive local consultation. This identified parking as a problem, particularly on the High Street. Although there was no consensus on how parking could be better managed, it was concluded that the Parish Council should ensure that developments such as the proposed extension to the Baptist Church should not add to the problem.

Design of the proposed extension

Footprint and scale

6. Page 11 of the Design and Access Statement (DAS) states the footprint of the existing church is 516 sq metres compared to the new extension at 616 sq metres - a 20% increase. 

7. However, detailed scrutiny of the plans suggests that the footprint will be much greater than the existing extension, at around 630 sq metres compared to the existing at around 470 sq metres, an increase of around 33%. It is possible that this discrepancy occurs because the DAS includes the footprint of a large wooden shed in front of the existing east elevation within the footprint. It is questionable whether the footprint of a temporary unattached building such  as a shed should be included within the existing footprint of the Church.

8. In addition, the design brings the frontage of the new extension forward from the existing footprint. On the west front elevation by 7 metres, which means that the extension will overlap the original church by 7 metres and the extension will be some 18 metres back from the front of the church, compared to the existing 25 metres. This will compromise the integrity of the original church on this elevation and potentially have a detrimental impact on the street scene. 

9. On the east front elevation the frontage is brought forward by 6 metres, from the existing 17 metres (excluding the wooden shed) to 11 metres. As well as compromising the integrity of the original church this will have a detrimental impact on street scene. 

Design 

10. West front elevation - The proposed west front elevation, being of a glazed and aluminium construction is insensitive to the design and integrity of the original church; to the location on the High Street – described on page 52 of the CP as “one of the best examples of an historic street within the District”; and to the setting of adjacent listed buildings. 

11. East front elevation - Although the proposed east front extension is more sympathetic to the original church, being of brick construction to match, the use of conventional side opening casement type aluminium windows appears insensitive to the design of the original church which has arched windows to the front elevation and wooden casements with small panes of glass to the side elevations. It should be relatively easy to install modern windows that complement the original church.

12. North elevation - From the rear elevation, in particular the Recreation Ground, we are concerned that the extensive use of glass and aluminium and the curved roof will be out of character with any other buildings in the area. 

13. Roofing – We can appreciate that using a curved metal roof helps gain height whilst minimising the extent to which neighbouring properties are affected, however, viewed from the front elevation it is inappropriate to the period character of the High Street. 

14. We are also concerned that the roof overhang of the building will be less than 1 metre from the boundary fence of 1 Fells Close, and although it is difficult to ascertain from the plans, we are concerned that it may be brought to within a metre of the boundary fence of 5 High Street. 

15. On the east elevation adjacent to Fells Close, a combination of the greater footprint and the increase from a single to two stories will extend the extension along the boundary and result in a loss of sunlight and amenity for the residents.

16. We have no objection in principle to a contemporary design, but we must challenge the assertions on page 11 of the DAS that the size and massing has been kept as small as possible; on page 12 that it will be better balanced than the existing extension; and on page 17 that these proposals will be a positive enhancement. These statements are not supported by the current proposals. 

17. Contrary to the impression given in the DAS, these proposals do not take sufficient account of the character of the original church with simple classical lines enhanced by the arched windows and attractive doorway. They also fail to take account of the setting in the heart of the Conservation Area, and being next door to a listed building at 7 High Street and closely adjacent to 6 others on the opposite side of the street.

18. It is noted that a previous application in 1982 for an additional meeting room was rejected as - “The building proposed is of design and materials which are totally alien from the mature buildings of the Conservation area. The building would detract from the character and appearance of the part of the area in which the site is located”. This comment is equally applicable to the current application.

19. As the Statement of Community Engagement makes clear the style of the proposed extension has been a major cause of concern, yet it is one aspect of the proposals where no account has been taken of the strength of the concerns. 

Changes proposed to the original church

20. A number of changes are proposed that will compromise the integrity and setting of the original church. We note that these changes have not been subject to any prior consultation. 

21. Replacement of front door – Page 9 of the DAS says that the front door of the original church will be replaced with timber framed glass doors. It is difficult to understand why this is proposed as the existing door is a key feature of the building, being highlighted as an important example of an historic doorway on page 87 of the CP. We do not agree to the replacement of this historic door.

22. Metal railings and shrubs - The DAS states on page 13 that the original church entrance will be framed by metal railings and shrubs. This is completely out of keeping and will ruin the classical lines of the building.

23. Replacement windows - It is also noted from page 13 of the DAS and the proposed ground floor plan, that it is proposed to replace some of the windows in the original church, in particular the 2 arched windows at the front of the original church which are highlighted as important in the CP. The quality of these windows is key to the appearance of the original church and, if replaced they should be in the same style and materials as the existing windows.

24. Boundary wall - Of great concern is the proposal on page 14 of the DAS to reduce the height of 13 metres of the 30 metre front boundary wall and replace with metal railings. As detailed in the CP, this boundary wall is an important feature of the historic High Street, helping create a virtually unbroken line of historic development along the length of the street and the wall is of particular importance as one of the few examples of high brick walls found in the village. 

25. An application to reduce this wall in 1990 was refused on the grounds that the application would have a detrimental effect on the character and appearance of the Conservation Area. The current proposals should be refused on the same grounds. 

26. Front path - It is also of concern that the site plan shows the surface of the existing path from the High Street to the front door of the original church being removed and replaced by turf. This would reduce the formality of the historic entrance to the main church. 

27. The CP Appendix makes particular reference to the importance of the formal design of the entrance on the High Street. Collectively the design proposals for the wall and landscaping seek to destroy that formality and will have a significant detrimental impact on the Conservation Area and street scene.

Parking Strategy

28. There is very considerable local concern about the parking implications of the proposals. The High Street already suffers very serious parking congestion, with the area in the vicinity of LCBC being a particular pinch point. The road narrows and curves just to the east of the site and access can become extremely difficult and dangerous. 

29. In recent years as LCBC has become more popular the problem has got progressively worse. There are already frequent events on week days as well as services on Sunday. When these co-incide with sporting fixtures on the Recreation Ground, the congestion on the High Street, Wainwrights and Chearsley Road can be very bad indeed.

30. The Parish Council has received a number of complaints from residents about indiscriminate and thoughtless parking, for example, cars obstructing doorways, pavements, and garage entrances and stopping disabled and elderly villagers leaving and returning home. 

31. There are also serious concerns that emergency vehicle access could be restricted to the Doctor’s surgery further down the High Street or to deal with roof fires in any of the many thatched cottages on the High Street. An incident earlier this year involved 3 fire engines. 

32. In this context the proposed Parking Strategy is inadequate. 

33. As stated in paragraph 4.0 of the Strategy, around 55% of the congregation attend from outside the village. In effect rather than a village church, LCBC has become a “district” church. As this is an area of very poor public transport, this raises serious issues for District planning as to whether further expansion of facilities that will generate more traffic should be permitted. 

34. It is stated that 64 new seats will be created. According to AVDC SPG 1 – Parking Guidelines, this requires 10 car parking spaces, not the 6 spaces suggested in the Strategy. 

35. Whilst the new footpath through the graveyard to improve access to the recreation ground car park is welcome, it should be noted that this parking is primarily provided for users of the sporting facilities on the recreation ground (football, cricket, tennis club, bowls club, pavilion), so that increased use by LCBC risks pushing more users onto Chearsley Road and other local streets. 

36. Reference is also made to additional parking areas on nearby driveways. Whilst this initiative is also welcome, the arrangements can only be viewed as temporary being dependent on the house owners goodwill, so should not be considered as meeting the additional provision required by SPG 1. 

37. We would have hoped that given the increasing emphasis on environmental sustainability the parking strategy would have placed much more emphasis on encouraging churchgoers living in the village to walk or cycle and have plans to provide facilities for safe parking of bicycles. Even a modest reduction in car usage could significantly alleviate the situation.

Building works

38. Construction works - Although no details of the arrangements for managing construction works have been provided, the demolition and construction of such a large extension would have considerable potential to significantly worsen the parking difficulties and cause major noise, dust and disturbance to residents of the High Street and Chearsley Road in particular. A formal public consultation on a construction management plan should form part of the planning conditions. 

39. Drainage - We note from the Assessment of Flood Risk, that rain water from the roof will be directed into the foul water sewer. The applicant has confirmed that currently there is only one drain for foul and rain water and it is believed that some rain water currently goes into the ground under the original Church. Current Building Regulations require separate drains for foul and rain water.

40. The proposed extension would generate a considerable quantity of rain water, which could overload the sewers with the risk of flooding nearby properties. We therefore request that the applicant be required to undertake a full drainage survey and risk assessment.

41. Boundary wall - We would also request that a condition be imposed that requires the boundary wall to be maintained and protected during the period of demolition and construction, and that any damage done be made good to maintain the wall in the current form.  

� Although described as “extensions”, it should be noted that the application includes a number of changes to the original church, boundary wall and landscaping.






