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5.

GENERAL SYNOD

PARQCHIAL FEES FOLLOW-UP

Report by the Standing Committee

At the beginning of 1980 the Standing Committee appointed a Working
Group of four, under the Chairmanship of Mr D E 5 Webster, to review
the Synod's debate in November 1979 on the Report of the Parochial
Fees Commission (GS 385) and to see what could be salvaged from the
Commission's work in regard to parochial, as distinct from legal
officers' fees. Separate follow-up action was envisaged for legal
officers fees to which reference is made in para 7 below. Other
members of the Working Group were Mr O W H Clark, the Rev J B Hall,
and Cancn H B Marlow.

The Report of the Working Group (Appendix A) is now brought before
the Synod for debate in February. The Committee give general
endorsement to its recommendations as a bhasis Tor decision and
record their gratitude to Mr Webster and his colleagues for their
work. There are only four points which the Committee wish to make
by way of additional explanation or comment:

It is the Committee's understanding that in July, subject to the
decisions of the Synod when it considers this Report, the Church
Commissioners intend to submit to the Synod a new fees order dealing
solely with the establishment of search fees on the new time basis
proposed and, if the progress of inflation appears to warrant it, a
separate order up-dating other fees. The opportunity might be taken
to incorporate in this meparate order certain changes suggested to
bring about more uniform burial service fees if in February the
Synod gives approval to these proposals also.

Secondly, it can be reported that the Policy Sub~-Committee, on the
Committee's behalf, have already agreed to implement the Working
Group's recommendation (viii) regarding the choice of clergy to
officiate at cemeteries and crematoria. The three Church of England
members of the Bishop of Dorchester's Joint Group on Funeral Services
at Cemeteries and Crematoria (the Bishop, the Rev J B Hall and Canon
K Unwin), together with Professor J D McClean, have been requested to
investigate this matter in consultation with the Standing Committee

of the House of Bishops. In view of this, it is unnecessary to invite
the Synod to endorse recommendation (viii).

Thirdly, with reference to the Group's recommendation (xii) and the
Parochial Fees Commission's recommendation (18), the Commissioners
have itaken a neutral stance on whether the amount of search fees in
respect of ecclesiastical records other than registers of baptisms,
deaths and marriages should be prescribed by fees order or merely
recommended in the Commissioners' explanatory note. The Committee are
content to recommend the latter course, accepting the argument that
even were such fees to be prescribed, the gain in clarity would only
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be partial since it would still be necessary to give non-statutory
guidance on fees for postal searches, 'general' searches and searches
in civil records held by parishes; it is not rroposed that these should
be prescribed by Fees Order.

6. The fourth point relates to Annex III of the Group's Report (which
contains the Commissioners' provisional draft of future guidance to
the clergy on waiver of fees). The Committee record their approval
of this draft and of the Commissioners' intention to amplify the
second paragraph in order to emphasise that any shortfall in resources
which has to be made up because fees have been waived will be a cost
borne by the laity of the diocese concerned.

7 Fifthly, for members' convenience, there is reproduced at the end of
this booklet (as Appendix B) the whole of that part of the
recommendations (para 220) of GS 385 which concerned parochial fees
alone. (New members who have joined the Synod since 1979 will
receive copies of GS 385 in addition to this Report,)

8.  As regards legal officers' fees, which were the subject of Part II
of GS 385, members will wish to know that the Committee have plans
to report separately on this subject at the York Sessions in July

and have appointed another VWorking Group under the Bishop of
Rochester's Chairmanship to prepare their report,

On behalf of the Committee,
Robert Cantuar:

Chairman

Church House, Dean's Yard, Sw1

13th January, 1981.
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APPENDIX A

Report of the Working Group on Parochial Fees

INTRODUCTION

At the Policy Sub-Committee's request this Working Group, which
first met in March 1980, has examined the implications of the
abortive debate in November 1979 on the Parochial Fees Commission's
Report GS 385, and now makes recommendations for further action.

The Group noted that it was not expected to consider matters arising
from Part IT of GS 385, which concerned the constitution of the Lagal
Officers' Fees Committee, and accordingly that gubject is omitted
from the Group's report. As the Policy Sub~Committee were aware
when commissioning the report the Church Commiseicners' Pastoral
Committee, early in 1980, appointed a Sub-Committee under the
Chairmanship of the Rt Hon E 8 Bishop to prepare concurrently the
Parochial Fees Order 1980, which is now due to come into operation
on 1 January 1981. The Policy Sub-Committee's Group has worked
closely with the Commissioners' Sub~Committee, meeting with them on
two occasions. The Group has seen its own role as being restricted
to policy matters, whereas it regarded the setting of particular

fee levels as the Commissioners' function entirely.

For the sake of economy every effort has been made to avoid
reproducing the text of GS 385 in this report. It is therefore
assumed that the reader has a copy of GS 385 nearby for reference
and can treat the Group's report as a commentary upon it., It is
understood that sufficient copies of GS 385 are available to make
this possible. Exceptionally, the Commissioners' latest Table of
Fees which shows all rates current as from 1 Jamuary 1981, is
annexed to the present report and so far as incumbents' fees are
concgrned should be read in place of Table A in Appendix IV of
GS 3a5. . : -

THE 1979 DEBATE

Se

Those who were present at the debate in November 1979 will remember
that the Parochial Fees Commission sought general approval for their
recommendations in a single all-embracing motion which was finally
put to the vote in the following amended form (in which the words
omitted refer to legal Officers' fees only:

'That the,Commissioﬁ's recommendations in respect of

parochial fees set out in Part I and Part III, paragraphs 1-41
sessnobe generally approved, with the exception of:
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recommendation (40) for which there should be substituted
the following:

"(40) As a simplification of the synodical procedure it is,
however, proposed that parochial fees orders be laid before

the General Synod and deemed to be approved unless z member

of the Synod gives notice in accordance with Standing Orders
that he wishes such an order to be debated, and only in that
event should the order require an affirmative resolution

of the Synod!';

recommendation (41) (which proposes that a parcochial fees
order must continue to be approved or
rejected en bloc only); sees’

The amended motion was lost owing to a majority against it within
the House of Clergy. The voting was as follows:

Bishops 10 for, O against;
Clergy 48 for, 55 against;
Laity 79 for, 16 against.

From the voting on the amendments that were not carried certain
conclusions could be drawn:

(a) Prebendary J H B Andrew's proposal that legally recoverable
fees for marriages should be abolished was rejected by a
large majority without either a count or = division. The
Group therefore assumes that the guiding principles laid
down by the Commiseion in recommendations (1) to (8) of
GS 385, paragraph 220, are generally accepiable and do not
need to be the subject of a further vote in the General

Synod.

(b) Canon H B Marlow's amendment, which was lost (109 for,
149 against), would have retained the present system of
separate fees for the parochial church council and the
incumbent but in other respects would have given general
approval to the Commission's recommendations. The
Archdeacon of Ely's more specific proposal to exclude
recommendation (12), which concerns funeral fees at
cemeteries and crematoria, and (20) to (30), which relate
to the destinations of fees, from the scope of the
motion was defeated by nearly the same margin (107 for,
142 against). The Group takes the view that it was the
recommendations against which these two amendments were
directed that mainly contributed to the fall of the main
motion at the end of the debate. Since the majority
opposed to these recommendationz in the House of Clerzy
was unable to secure their deletion by means of an
amendment, they had no option but to bring down the whole
motion - including those parts which it was prepared to
endorse -~ on a vote by Houses,

(¢) Dr O Wright Holmes failed with an amendment to exclude
recommendation (40) on the ground that as drafted it would
result in an annulment motion lapsing, although tabled in
due time, if for any reason it were crowded out. The Group
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noted that this proposal had been rendered otiose by
Mr Chandler's successful smendment to recommendation (40)
and therefore it had no bearing on the final vote.

5. Reviewing other speeches in the debate, the Group also formed the opinion
that other causes of the rejection of the main motion may have been
general uneage at the legalistic character of Fees Orders, exenplified
by the failure of the Legal Officers Fees Order 1980 in its original
form at the February 1980 sessions; a feeling of insecurity ameng some
clergy at any erosion of their traditional rights; and a feeling of
anti-climax after the long delay since the publication of the report in
October 1978. S

6. It is therefore now necessary to consider what steps should be taken
to ensure, first, that any uncontroversial recommendations in GS 385
are salvaged; and, secondly, that all those which, though controversial,
desarve further study, are followed up with due care in order to see
whether any of the problems which they were designed to solve are
capable of some other solution. The remainder of this report is
devoted to a commentary on recommendations (9) to (41) in GS 385, para
220, with these two objects in view.

FUNERALS: RECOMMENDATIONS (9) - (12)

The Unifbrm Funeral Fee

7. In the opinion of both the Group and the Church Commissioners'
Sub-Committee, recommendation (9) which calls for a uniform fee for a
funeral service, wherever held, exclusive of interment, should be
re-submitted to the Synod for general approval so that the first steps
can be taken as soon as possible to implement it by stages. The Group
agrees with GS 385, para 62, that it is unrealistic to make elaborate
distinctions of cost between the places where funerals (exclusive of
burial) take place, and that it is a real obstacle to the pastoral
ministry if the surplice fees for performing part of a funeral service
at a parish church before proceeding to a cemetery or crematorium
make the cost of the funeral greater than it would be if the entire
service took place at the cemetery or crematorium. .

8. The recommendation in GS 385, para 63, that a separate fee should be
retained for interment in a churchyard should, in the opinion of the
Group, be pursued, but with the proviso that, in view of the heavy
cost to PCCs of maintaining churchyards, it should be made to
represent a considerably higher proportion of the total fees for a
church and churchyard funeral than it does at present. '

9. To illustrate the effect of these proposals in terms of fees under
the P.F.0. 1980 the total fees for a church and churchyard funeral
would remain at £26.50 but the burial element might rise from £6.50
to £14 so that the service fee was reduced from £20 to £12.50. The
fee for a cemetery service without a prior service in church would
then increase from £10.50 to £12.50, but against this there would be
no additional fee for a cemetery service following a service in church.

10. Many burials in churchyards do not follow a ‘service in the adjacent
church; for example, the burial of cremated remains after a service
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1.

12.

13,

at a crematorium, or where the first part of the service has been
held at another church. For these circumstances the Group recommends
the adoption of an interment fee approximately one~third higher than
the normal interment fee since a burial in a churchyard on a

separate occasion is not essential and involves the clergy in
additional expenditure of time. Thought has been given to whether

a reduced fee should be charged for the burial of cremated remains,
However, experience shows that the problems of churchyard upkeep
(which include subsidence etc.) do not significantly differ in either
case. A uniform fee is accordingly recommended for both kinds of
burial. An appropriate amount on the basis of the P.F.0. 1980 might
be £18.50 of which £14.00 would represent the basic interment fee,
and £4.50 the extra charge for burial on a separate occasion.

Since the Parochial Fees Commission proposed that no separate
incumbents' fees would be charged in future, there are no recommendations
in GS 385 as to the apportionment of the uniform funeral fee between
incumbent and PCC. In the Group's discussion with the Church
Commissioners' Sub-Committee it was therefore agreed that for services
in churches a ratio of 3:2 should be proposed, with the incumbent
receiving the larger share. With decimal currency the ratioc is simple
to operate. Fees for services in the consecrated ground of cemeteries
would, on the other hand, belong to the incumbent alone, as would
non~statutory fees for services in other parts of cemeteries or in
crematoria. It is appreciated that in certain circumstances this will
result in a loss of income by the PCC.

Attached as Annex II to this report is a table showing the effect of
the proposals in paras 7 to 11 above.

The proposals of the Parochial Fees Commission in GS 385, paragraphs
115 - 122, which relate to fees for funeral services in the
uncongecrated paris of public cemeteries and at crematoria are also
commended to the Policy Sub-Commitiee by the Group and have the aupport
of the Commissioners’ Sub-Committee. It is therefore urged that the
Standing Committee in consultation with the Church Commissioners
should put in hand with as little delay as possible: (a) the necessary
approach to the Department of the Environment as to an appropriate
amendment of the Cremation Act 1902 and the Local Authorities
Cemeteries Order 1977, and (b), if (a) is successful, the preparation
of Church legislation to widen the possible scope of Fees Orders under
the Ecclesiastical Fees Measure 1962.

Pastoral Duty at Cemeteries and Crematoria

14,

Recommendations (10) - (12) in GS 385 seek to remedy a serious pastoral
consequence of the inclusion of church fees received for officiating at
cemeteries and crematoria within the definition of benefice income for
stipend purposes: 'As a result, funeral directors and others have in
many instances . . . had recourse to employing non-parochial and
retired clergy whose incomes directly benefit from such work and even,
in a few cases, exceed parochial stipends by large amounts'. The

Group views this as essentially a pastoral problem affecting particular
dioceses and the Anglican and non-Anglican clergy in those areas. It
is therefore recommended that the Policy Sub-Committee should pursue
the subject on a confidential basis in consultation with the House of
Bishops Standing Committee and the Joint Group on Funerals at Cemeteries
and Crematoria, which is the permanent ecumenical body now established
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under the chairmanship of the Bishop of Dorchester to maintain closer
Church links with the associations of funeral directors and cemetery
and crematorium operators.

TRAVELLING EXPENSES - RECOMMENDATION {13)

15. The Group has agreed with the Commissioners' Sub-Committee to advise
the Policy Sub-Committee that it is unnecessary to provide for these
expenses to be statutorily payable as are Legal Officers' fees, since
the circumstances differ significantly (see GS 385, paragraph 138).
The notes accompanying each PFO will, however, continue to make it
clear that reasonable travelling expenses or transport will be
provided to and from a cemetery. The only action which is therefore
proposed is that the Commissioners be requested to extend this advice
to cover those services at cemeteries to which the statutory fee
does not strictly apply and all services at crematoria.

SEARCHES AND CERTIFICATES - RECOMHENDATIONS.(14) - (18)

16. The Synod agreed in 1976 to retain search fees for searching parochial
registers and to introduce a time basis for calculating them, but
nevertheless the Group considers that it would be desirable to invite
the new Synocd to re-affirm both these commitments by endorsing
recommendations (14) and (16) which embody them. Similarly, the
Group feels that recommendations (15) and (17), which effectively
repeat two requests made by the House of Clergy in 1972, are
sufficiently uncontroversial to be included among those which are
re-submitted to the Synod for endorsement. As to (15), however, the
Group understands that recent informal soundings by the Commissioners'
staff have indicated that the Registrar-General would almost certainly
refuse to agree to restore the search fee for the marriage register
until, at the earliest, the next occasion when the Marriage Act 1949
requires amendment for some other more pressing reason. It must,
therefore, be accepted that the endorsement of recommendation (15)
will not produce any quick result.

17. A constructive suggestion which has been made to the Church
Commissioners by the General Register Office would effectively
safeguard incumbents from casual browsing and the Group consequently
puts it forward as a rider to (15). The G.R.0. advise that, although
the abolition of this search fee in 1968 now precludes the charging
of a search for a post-1836 entry specified by the searcher, i.e. a
'particular' search, it does not prevent a fee being negotiated where
no such entry is specified, i.e. for a 'general' search, because in
that instance the public have no right to search. The Group welcomes
this helpful suggestion and recommends that the Church Commiseioners
be asked, after consultation with the G.R.0., to include in their
notes accompanying future fees orders (a) the appropriate guidance to
this effect, together with a definition of what constitutes a general,
as distinct from a particular, search; and (b) a recommendation that
the fee charged for a general search in post-1836 marriage register
entries should be at the same rate as for searching in pre-1837
entries in that register.

18. The Group also supports the principle of recommendation (18) which
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recommends the creation of a fee for searching records other than the
three main registers. The Standing Committee's Guide to the Parochial
Registers and Records Measure 1978, para 44(a), contains the advice
that custodians of any parochial records

'should be prepared to allow bona fide searchers, who may be
genealogists, population historians (demographers) or local
historians to consult the records on request . . . '.

If not a statutory fee, at least some guidance that the same rates

as for registers should be charged for this service, where it is
voluntarily provided would, in the Group's opinion, be a help to all
concerned provided that concessionary rates are recommended for
certain categories of searcher, as is mentioned in recommendation (35)
and later in this report (see para 26 below). The Group understands
that the Church Commissioners already have the statutory power to
prescribe such a fee and that they have the matter currently under
consideration. In view of this the Group does not think it
appropriate to recommend any follow-up action on this proposal whilst
the Commissioners' final view is still not known.

19. As with funeral fees, the Group noted that the Synod's rejection of
the consolidated fee proposal leaves open the question whether =mearch
and certificate fees should continue to belong exclusively to the
custodian of the register (or other record) as under existing Fees
Orders or should be shared between incumbent and parochial church
council. The joint view of the Group and the Commissioners' Sub-
Commitiee is that there is weight in the argument that part of this
fee income should go towards the cost of maintaining registers and
records and providing certificates. The recommendation is therefore
made that three-fifths of the fees for searches and certificates
should be payable to the incumbent or other custodian and two~fifths
to the parochial church council. It is alsoc proposed : (a) that the
fee for the first hour of a search (inclusive of one certificate if
requested) should be one and a half the amount of the fee for
subsequent hours, and (b) that additional certificates after the
first should be charged at the rate prescribed by the Registrar General
for marriage certificates (currently £3.50).

MISCELLANEOUS FACILITIES - RECOMMENDATION (19)

20, This requires no action.

DESTINATION OF FEES - RECOMMENDATIONS (20) - (30)

21. The Group does not advise the Policy Sub-Committee to initiate a
reopening of the controversial policy issue which underlies
recommendations (20) - (30), and also (12) which refers to them.

From the debate in 1979 it is obvious that a substantial body of opinion,
mainly in the House of Clergy, was against ths consolidation of fees
into single amounts payable only to the parochial church council or, in
certain circumstances, to diocesan boards of finance.

22, The Policy Sub-Committee are nevertheless recommended to invite the
Synod to approve in principle the action now being taken by the Church
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25.

Commissioners towards finding a satisfactory alternative solution to
one of the more serious problems which the consolidated fee was
intended to cure. 1In GS 385, paragraph 155, it was pointed out that
fees are 'non-reckonable' earnings of 'employed persons' for National
Insurance purposes whereas stipend grants paid to clergy by the
Church Commissioners are 'reckonable'. Since National Insurance
contributions and benefits (including the inflation proofing of part
of the church pension) are related solely to 'reckonable’ earnings,
it follows that the position of individual clergymen varies
according to the incidence of fees in their particular parochial
ministry. Furthermore, even for 'reckonable' earnings there is a
lower earnings limit, currently £1,196, below which no earner
qualifies as an 'employed person', either as a contributor or
beneficiary, under the National Insurance scheme. This would have
resulted in about 100 clergy, the bulk of whose income derives from
'non-reckonable' earnings, including parochial fees, being wholly
excluded from the National Insurance scheme for 'employed persons',
had no effective remedy been found.

In fact, however, to overcome the problem of clergy whose earnings

were below the lower reckonable earnings limit, the Church Commissioners
in 1978 entered into a special arrangement with the Inland Revenue and
the Department of Health and Social Security whereby those relatively
few persons concerned could, subject to the cbservance of certain

public formalities, voluntarily renounce their fees in toto and forward
such fees as might voluntarily be paid to them to the diocesan board of
finance, receiving in exchange a balancing stipend grant which would
properly qualify as 'reckonable' earnings.

Following the Synod's rejection of the consolidated fee proposal a
number of dioceses asked that arrangements be made for fees to be
generally centralised on a voluntary basis. As renunciation could
leave the Church without the fees at all if the 'customer' did not
voluntarily pay, the Church Commissioners have approached the Inland
Revenue and the Department of Health and Social Security with a
suggested deed of assignment in favour of the diocesan board of finance.
The Group warmly welcomes this initiative, particularly since the
D.H.5.5. has already indicated that it sees no objection. It therefore
remains to await a decision from the Inland Revenue.

Assuming that full Government approval is forthcoming, the Commissioners!
Sub~Committee and the Group would propose that the proposed arrangements
be recommended for approval by the Synod, provided that every assignment
should be

(a) on a voluntary basis only,
(b} to the diocesan board of finance only, and

(c) in respect of all fees due to the clergy, whether parochial
in the stricter sense, or cemetery, crematorium, surrogate,
etc,

WAIVER OR REDUCTION OF FEES - RECOMMENDATION (31) - (35)

26.

The Parochial Fees Commission's conclusion was that this is an area in
which recommendations or guidelines are more appropriate than
legislation and that view is fully endorsed by the Group and the
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27.

Commissioners' Sub-Committee. Both would concur with recommendations
(31) - (33) and (35), but would extend them where necessary to
incumbents as well as parochial church councils, and recommend that
the Synod should be invited to request the Commissioners to include
the general guidance which is contained in recommendations (33) and
(35) in their explanatory notes on the appropriate Fees Orders. To
some extent this guidance is already given in the Commissioners®
circular letter to incumbents of November 1976 (quoted in GS 385,
para 170) the wording of which was agreed by the Standing Committee,
Despite this, the Group endorses the view of the Parochial Fees
Commission that additional advice is now needed, and it therefore
recommends that the following points should be incorporated in any
revised version of the Commissioners' explanatory notes:

(a) The term 'waiver' in the context of fees applies not only
to statutory fees but also to crematorium funeral fees,
postal searches, etc., which are not at pregent prescribed
by statute but for which it is normally right and proper
to charge.

(b) “here the interests of both are involved, the joint
agreement of the incumbent and the PCC should be required
to any waiver of fees, subject to the possibility of
delegation by the PCC to the incumbent on the basis of
recommendation (35)(a).

(¢) Wnere a diocesan books and documents committee, or any
other body with similar functions, has been established
to advise the bishop concerned and his staff in respect of
the Parochial Registers and Records Measure 1978 (sea the
Guide to the Measure, para 25), this committee, or its
equivalent, should be consulted as to diocesan policy with
regard to any search feas at concessionary rates to bona
fide students and scholars.

{d) Non statutory fees, though otherwise recommended, should
not normally be charged (nor statutory fees if these are
created - see para 18 above) for searching any civil
records which for historical reasons are still in parochial
custody; but they may properly be collected where the
appropriate civil record office in which the civil rarish
is entitled to request their deposit has been invited to
take responsibility for them but has refused.

(e) The attention of custodians of parish registers and records
should be drawn to the new procedure under section 16 of the
Parochial Registers and Records Measure 1978 whereby, with the
agreement of the PCC, they may temporarily deposit in the
diocesan record office any documents in their custody which a
searcher requires for an extended period of study or for copying;
since nearly all record offices make no charge for searches
the costs to the searcher can in this way be restricted to the
transit and insurance expenses of the temporary deposit.

Draft paragraphs on these lines which have been suggested by the Church
Commissioners' Pastoral Department for use in any future’explanatory
notes are set out in Annex III.

Finally, under this heading, the Group considers that for practical

purposes recommendation (34) has been overtaken by the rejection of the
consolidated fee,
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METHOD OF REVISION - RECOMMENDATIONS (36) - (41)

28. The Group recommends that the Synod should be asked to endorse
recommendations (36} to (39) as they stand and recommendation (40)
as it appeared in the amended form of the. general approval motion
which the Synod rejected in 1979 (and set out in para 3 of this
report).

29. So far as (41) is concerned, the Group fully appreciates that the
substantive motion put to the vote in 1979 was not carried by the
Synod and therefore neither the Synod nor the Standing Committee is
bound by the amended wording which excluded approval of (41). An
answer on these lines was, as the Policy Sub-Committee will remember,
given by the Secretary-General to a Question by Dr Wright Holmes at
the last November session. The Group notes equally the Sub-Committee's
unease at the Synod's desire to repeal the requirement as to voting on
Fees Orders en bloc; this unease was indeed brought to the Group's
notice at its first meeting. The Group feels on the other hand that
the strong pressure for some flexibility in the mode of handling these
statutory instruments in the Synod cannot and should not be under-~
estimated. The voting on Dr Wright Holmes' amendment was 129 for and
73 against, almost a two-thirds majority. The advice which the Group
would therefore give is that the Synod's authority should be sought
to relax the absoclute rigidity of the present statutory rule in such
a way that the cholice whether a Fees Order is approved (a) en bloc,: -
or (b) after a Revision Stage only, or (c) after going through all the
stages of a Mesasure, would be left to the discretion of the Standing
Committee under Standing Order 78(a). The Group would recommend that
the Synod be invited to give its approval to this proposition instead
of recommendation (41) as it stands in GS 385,

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS

30. The following is a summary of the Group's recommendations which it is
intended should provide the basis of not one general approval motion
but a set of separate motions, to be laid before the Synod next
February. If the approval of the Synod is forthcoming, the way will
then be open for the Church Commissioners to submit revised Fees
Orders founded upon them at the earliest subsequent opportunity. In
the case of search fees, which have not been revised since 1972, it
is understood that the Commisaioners have it in mind to present a new
Fees Order in July:

Funerals

(1) Recommendation {9) in GS 385 should be resubmitted toc the General
Synod (para 7).

(ii) A separate fee, payable to the parochial church ecouncil, should
be retained for interment in a churchyard but it should represent
a higher proportion of the total fees for a funeral in church and
churchyard (para 8).

(iii) For burials where there is no service in church the interment fee

should be approximately one-third higher than that for a burial
which follows a service in church (para 10).
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(iv)

(v)

(vi)

(vii)

{(viii)

The fee for burial of a body should be the same as for the burial
of cremated remains (para 10).

For services in churches the uniform fee should be apportioned
between incumbent and parochial church council in a ration of
3:2, the incumbent receiving the larger share (para 11).

For services elsewhere than in churches the fee, statutoery or
non-statutory, should belong to the incumbent alone {para 11).

The Standing Committee are urged in consultation with the Church
Commissioners to put in hand the necessary approach to the
Department of the Environment and, if this is successful, the
preparation of Church legislation, to enable fees orders to
extend to funerals in unconsecrated parts of cemeteries and at
crematoria {(para 13).

The Policy Sub-Committee are recommended to pursue the problems
connected with the choice of clergy for pastoral duty at
cemeteries and crematoria on a confidential basis with the House
of Bishops Standing Committee and the Bishop of Dorchester's
Joint Group on Funerals (para 14).

Travelling Expenses

(ix)

The Church Commissioners should be reguested in their explanatory
notes to extend their advice on this subject to funerals in
unconsecrated parts of cemeteries and at crematoria (para 15).

Searches and Certificates

(x)

(xdi)

(xiii)

(xiv)

Recommendations (14) to (17) should be re-submitted to the General
Synod (para 16).

The Church Commissioners should be asked, after consultation with
the General Register Office, to include in their explanatory notes
the advice that although no statutory search fee is prescribed for
a particular search in post-1836 entries in the marriage register
a non-statutory fee may be negotiated for a general search in such
entries for which the same rate is recommended as for searching
pre-1837 entries (para 17).

Wwhether recommendation (18) be re-submitted to the General Synod
should not be decided until the Church Commissioners' final view
on the matter is known (para 18).

Even if it is agreed not to propose the creation of a statutory
fee for allowing searches in records cother than registers, the
Church Commissioners' explanatory notes should recommend that
non-statutory fees should be charged at the same rates as for
registers for this voluntary service (para 18).

Fees for searches and certificates should be apportioned between

incumbent and parochial church council in a 3:2 ratio, the
incumbent receiving three-fifths (para 19).

- 12 -



(xv)

(xvi)

The fee for the first hour of a search (inclusive of one
certificate if requested) should be one and a half the amount
of the fee for subsequent hours (para 19).

The fee for additional certificates of baptism or burial after
the first should be at the rate prescribed by the Registrar-
General for marriage certificates (para 19).

Destination of Fees

(xvii)

Waiver or

The General Synod should be invited to approve in principle the
proposed arrangements now under consideration by the Church
Commissioners, the Inland Revenue and the Department of Health
and Social Security for enabling clergy to assign all their fees
voluntarily to the diocesan board of finance (para 25).

Reduction of Fees

{xix)

Method of

(xx)

(xxi )

(xxii)

The General Synod should be invited to request the Church
Commissioners to include in their explanatory notes the general
guidance on this subject contained in recommendations (33) and
(35) in GS 385 and in para 26(a) to (e) of this report (para 26).

Revigion

The General Synod should be inviied to endorse recommendations (36)
to (39) (para 28).

The General Synod should be invited to endorse recommendation (40)
as it appeared in the amended form of the motion which the Synod
did not carry in 1979 (para 28).

The General Synod should be invited to approve the proposal in
rara 29 of this report that the present statutory rule requiring
parochial fees orders to be approved en bloc should be amended so
as to leave the choice of procedure for approving them to the
discretion of the Standing Committee under Standing Order 78(a)
(para 29).

D. E. 8. VWebster {(Chairman)
0. W, H, Clark

Dacember 1980 H. B. Marlow
Church House, Dean's Yard, SW1 J. B. Hall
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CHURCH COMMISSIONERS,
1 MILLBANK,

Telephone LONDON,
01.222-7010 SWIP 2JZ.

20 October 1980

To Incumbents, Full-time Priests-in-Charge
of vacant benefices and Sequestrators
{Copies sent also to Bishops, Archdeacons and Team Vicars)

Dear Incumbent/Priest-in-Charge/Sequestrators

ECCLESIASTICAL FEES MEASURE 1962
PAROCHIAL FEES ORDER 1980 — NEW TABLE OF PAROCHIAL FEES

This note and the table overleal give particulars of the revised parochial Tees which will become payable from
! January 1981, as a resull of the coming into operation of the Parochial Fees Order 1980 {SI 1980 No. 948).

2

The fees established by the new Fees Order supersede all those established by the Parochial Fees Order 1979,
The fees which were established by the Parochial Fees Order 1972 for searches in the registess of baptisms,
marriages and burials continue to be payable. The Commissioners are considering, however, in consultation with
& Working Group set up by the Policy Sub-Committee of the Standing Committee of the General Synod, what
action should now be taken in connection with Search fees and certain other matters which were referred to in
the report of the Parochial Fees Commission {GS 385), the recommendations in which failed to secure the
Syned’s general approval in November 1979,

11 this note and table are sent to you as an incumbent or as sequestrators, two additional copies are enclosed.
Will you kindly pass one copy to the treasurer to the parochial church council. The other copy is intended for
keeping in the vestry for reference if desired. {f this note and table are sent to you as a priest-in-charge. a third
additional copy is enclosed und ¥ shall be grateful if you will kindly pass this to the sequestrators, Further copies
which may be required, eg for the parochiul church councils or churches of additional parishes for which you
may be responsible, will gladly be sent if a request is made to the Commissioners’ Pastoral Secretary at the
above address. A limited number of copics of the Explanatory Memorandum {GS 454 X) which accompanicd
the Order when it wus submilted 10 the General Synod are also available.

When in November 1976, the Commissioners published details of the fees established by the Parochial Fees
Order 1976, they published also {a) some Explanatory Notes for the guidance of incumbents, parachial church
councils and others, and (b} a note (416 CC) about fees payable in connection with Services in cemeteries and
crematoria. The greater part of these papers has not been affected either by the 1979 Order or by the new
Order and amended editions are nut, therefore, being issued 28 the present time. Could 1, however, please
trouble you to note the following: -

In the Explanatory Notes

(i) References to the Parochial Fees Order 1976 in paragraphs 1 and 16 should now be read as referring to the
Parochial Fees Order 1980.

(i) Paragraph 17 should be disregarded. Up-to-date figures for the fees payable to the incumbent under various
Acts of Parliament are shown in Note () on the Table overleaf.

In Note 416 CC

(i) References 1o the Parochial Fees Otder 1976 should be read also as referring to the Parochial Fees Order
1980

{it) The fees of £2 and £7 referred to in the second paragraph are altered from ! January 1981 to £3 and
£10.50.

If you do not have copies of either of these papers, further copies will gladty be sent on request to the Pastoral
Secretary.

Yours sincerely,

Lo Ll

KENNETH LAMB
Secretary

- 15 -



.

s&0 = (€561 1Y uohensifay siTa( puT
sipng (7)1 monoes) wenldeq vl Baald 10 pal[R Sty Jo 9iEalnIa)

s O (EL6] WY AEn2ag 01908 Y(7)09] UOHRSG pUE [ 8] 1V
Fqueg sBularg ‘n1 woszg) sesedind wreireo 1of afmImur jo MENMI)

ol * (6F6] 10y 2Fenmy ‘()L uonIg)
sia ofeurmu 1 W SpRW sMNUS Jo rensiEd Juspunul
-pdns Sl 03 wnjar AFAIEnD s)jusquInoul My W Anud yors Jog

05€ o e o ar e rer e ver hﬁﬁ09U0nn—a|

051 " - o e n -r ~  uopengda -

d 3 ofeuren Jo 91EsmMIe)

(£97 "ON 0861 IS) 0861

IPPIQ (532Q) sa8eirepy pue syieagt SUMTG JO UOREXSIENY Y Yim SOUBDIOADE
UF JUDGLUADUT A1) 03 sjqeied are AW Jo 10V Iapun s3] Sumopoy syl

JUIUENIE] JO $I0Y SROUZA JODUR JUSQRERIU] IR O) Jjquie] s394 (2]

KIoYIne £10)n1Es lapun Koot

[FURq 243 Aq paredaid 2ajqer © ul paquUsald ¢ AP S0J[AIZS LINS 107 SR “PUE]

PIEISFULOUN Ui S[ELING PUR Suopewakd 39 'satiAlos JSUI0 0) puIlXa: 10U

$30P $39] JO SqGR] A Tow A[qQEuosEar pue AQIESSIosU AR S R sesuadxs

Surfraazn Aue fedas Miam 10 ‘A13tawss At wol] pue o) UEwAIop ayl Jo Jodsuen

) 10} SUSWOTUREE AqENNs oy AQEwIou [ [RIAUM} 2 Jo aflEys
suosion SUE JEUI PRUIRSSE St 3] 03 O o) palssnbal 51 9y J1 SIS WM wuojind
0) uonedfqo UT Iopun s JuAquInOW UE ssnEdeq Eid sy Buuss Amstees
ongnd ® Jo red paipioatiod € Ul JAuopysiied poIOY USQUIADR 31 JO JIEYSq
uo 1o Aq pourtojiad sadtales [eiouny 10§ 21qE) A W paquasnd arw spag

. ELIDIRWAL) puz saua13wa]) Hnd (P

‘pofuede Useq 10U PEY I[AIAS IEpnotiIed M1
Joyangn o T uasaid uRpq samy pInosm Yoy (AN JI) JUNOWE i 2A0QE
DU 1940 U3inys 9wy Ut Sunvay sueaws  BUTIEN],, LOJIDIUUOD S[YI Uf "PIUIIOUOD
sanifed ) puE JUSGLIRIUL 211 USIMISQ JUIWRIITE JO) SEANIELL Afe SPEDY AUl
wepun stusiuied Auy 5aa) Jo S[qEd St AQ PIISACH 10U DT SiNIN IAOQE [
{sa01a108 feuowap 8'9) santases mrodg
133)J0) [RIYD0IEF 10 JUGLERIUY
Aq rannbid UE §O JEYSG UG USNTIISPUN SAYIIRIS IIYI0 10 SIYAeIS felSoq
{paniuuad §1) yasny) ug uaye] swyry pus
syderdoioyy “SSuIpI0day PUNOG PUB VGISIARD], I UMIUUC) L) RUAuArg
BuyyzoH pue siamop] ‘sfuiymuin,g 1o) Ruawdeg
siafup-19g pue s13isu0y) Cstuefag, 0 sivatdng
Asnjy 10} spuawkey ()

“PLE 180
e 30 $qi0) 10 SILIUINGOL JO SPUOMGLID] ‘SILOINIF] ‘Fi5iaR! 'sBupes

'SUTELD 'S3SBA 'SISPICG 'Sqldy ‘6993010 'SOUOISPTOY SIPRPLT | Juslinuow,,
“uBInLd yons Junnofpe L9 W 10U 10 IS/ YaInRyD

e Jo punoid pung B pue yaImys ® jo ST SEPAPUT |, PrEAYIINYD,,
“$761 vansespy voneiasdiapug

S AQ PAUYSp S M0Ysuq AUE JO JUDUWIROLT oyl SWRSL | JUsquinou],,
-aseo0fp Y3 J0 doysiquare 10 doystg

Y1 JO HMOY ATESSIWLIC 10 LI0BHUCH 1 JO umus_. S} SUBIAUE  JO[2OUEYD,,
SUTEWNSE

PAREWDID O J50dIP TO IUSULIZT S PUT KNEA B UT [EUING SIPAPUT | [eUng,,

:91q8} 31 1] fg)

‘0861 10 6461 96T SI9pID
539 [EIO0M] 910 AQ PAIN[E JOU 213 YIS ZLGT TOpIQ Soaf [EIydOrEy
oY) Aq PaysHQeIs? 25041 die S3opstoy YOINY) Ul SOYDIRIG 107 529 UL 1861
ATenuey [ W03 2AN3912 J1T PUE (ORE | PUE QL6 SI9PIQ $29,1 [RIYDOIRg 3ty Aq
PAYSIQEISS 25041 T SIMHIVW SNOJUT{RASHY PUT SPIEAUIINY) U SJUIINLOR
‘'sprsung ‘sofiewrepy ‘stusndey 30 S09J NI PA0QR JNO 33 IGE A uf (o)

SELON

WG PAJRIRT O] PARNUL suosizd ay)
Aoads eys oys JomsouRyo A1 Ag pauienep oq Ave se apqeded s qpEys
s39) yams 'Kynde) ol w patnaads pousd e Jo) niydu fuinajuco pajuead sy
A3NoT} € 239 "1NEA 10 2421 B 01 1yF1T 2AISNEIXD UE JO JINEA M3U € J3MI5U0D 0]
By Aue J3jued 10U $50P 31q21 SIYI AG PaquIasard 523 Syl JO AUT JO JuswAed

sipnpa sa0pds 2428 fo woypaIsay Cf

~Anp 10 29[atss 9 Fuguacgaed

IRsu Yy of Aquded B [EYS WY oF I[qeAed 2 JGMINNO DINOM LIRM
29 AUE IR} S95RD InoLitEd 1T 10 A[Ereust 13y11o 10aslp ABW JLQIUIROUT Yy

=22f 5 UMM YL 9

WAL ST €F PADNUI

suosiad 21y Afoads [eys oym ro[eouRys 21 Aq pawnudalap aq Aelw se ageied
°q [{TYs 559 Yons ‘uoaroyl uondiosy EuUopppE Au 10 yainuyd B jajqel

"WR) SAIIDRE O} PAINLY
suosiad 2} ANoods [eys oym IOfjISUTYD A1 £ PIULLISIRP 3G AvW SE SuIns
YoNs & [[EYS WYY JO AN 10 EOUR0D YXINYD [FIYsored SU1 PUT JUIQIUNIT N
01 efqeded s2a) A ‘LjaoT) minoned B jo HIOUINE 2] 1apun ‘apRW S1oudm
-nuoLl £ 1o uondpasil EUCHIPPE UT 10 pPajoald St PIEAYSINYY £ Ul JMWNUo
© aqoyp uondussuy NSO ) 10) $33) SPRIOUT {,) payIewW s39) ay)

SPap.idanyd 1Y SN0 Y
“IOf[ROUTY2 3Ef) Aq PAUTULINGD
2 ABLLE £T SWINS yons ‘AnoE] FEnadted B Aq paSHOINE [RLING 1AM (D)
SPIRALDINYD UL SUIRINSI PIIEWILD JO [RLING 10) ST $14] Jo | 1ieg Ul
MO PrE] SS0U) SE SLUES 9y} A)noe) erauad v Aq pasttoyine [eHng saym {1

- q [[eys unod
yoIRYs jeippoed S PUE IUSQWIRINT 3 O1 HQEARD $93) Ayl CprEAYDInGD

IMEJUT WIOQ-[ITIS © JO [ELng 241 JO 1oadsal ut spqeded aq [reys a9 oN
Jugfur wogpns fo pung T
*LLG1 Amenuer | 210Jaq A[AIRIPSWIWN JOJIIY; JUSQUINIUL seam 34 It ysured jmp Jo
JusqLunat At o) ajqeAed 59 [{EYS SUINS 10 WINS Lons teatf) Jo Iyl X0 £ uuInje
10 { BUN[O3 1 papiawds WNS JYE O} SA0QE ST PaILS uosiad OU St AU} HLaUm
*$2fINP Yons Jo 190dsal ut sjqeied 5007 01 PAINUL ST PUR UOIXE B 10 Y1
B JO SENINP 23 IN0 pa{ied juswifofdias STy Jo $uiEa) i) 1M ogm alep
1T 2FOFRq A1NTTPWIWT YsLred pRI 3 paAoidg JUTALSS Yoty 1oto Aut (i)
HLLGT Arenuer |
wogoq Apimpowun ysued ey padopdwa uopxes 10 Niap Aut (1)
ABpIoasE PAoNpal oq eI pOURGS yatnyo rery2ored s 0} sqeded sz
7 HMIN[OD UT WAOYS WRS MM: PUE ‘Seninp 5,u07%95 € Suputiolisd J0) § uuIngod u 1o
sEhNP 5,300 © fupuiopiad d0y ¢ uwingoa iy patoeds wns sy pred 2q OF papOu

I0 JUSMIRUOW £ JO 019350 YT (1% BO[33uu00 U] pajueed st A1ndk} ¢ alaym PosCla B UL 1O YIINYD B ISPUN IO T PALRG IR SUWITWAl PRLRILIID BISLAL o ysued reproired v 0) UOTITTRI T JTEYS A0]%q patjads suosiad syl jo Auy
SIYIINYS U SIUPWNUOY S SPUPSYILIIGD PRSOLD 40 SIYIANYY W) SUIDILIA PAIDIIRLY 'E SUOIXIS puY Y231 T
niuvd
- - 051 - 11| *t [EUDG JO NENMID
- - 0s'g1 - 0501  ysired susws JO (IINY0 Uy 210jeq A[IETpaLILY
Ploy sHAIS ou wsaym ysped Jo e Supares
p "ered 4] 1ed 358 (4) A1910w30 1o 1ed PITEISSUCT «m watas Bumureyiag
. ; K - - . o0°f - 00 e e " . ysyred awes o yoinyd
- z 5L0 - sto o (splom 7y A13a3 log) 3a0ge Jo sdod Bumgstuin.) asyuses Faoo; Apiegpoui ystred 30 kore Spas
sL'0 5L°0 9ER] 3y AL Jap AI9wo0 Jo 1ed PAIEIzSUOd Wl RotAles Suuriofiag
pansodsp saipn Joj put] Jo aSuTusxs JOJ UL o0t . o0LI . . e T R LT T T L e
-2018¢ 10 JusuitonIodde Jo TUSWNNS Jo uonaadsy] e 05zl os'y P i st
% ! 2UIES JO OINYD U] oY Apnoiasid s9TAIes OU 1M
SNOINYTIAIS | PreAYdInD UY SUTRIR PRITWAL) JO Jo Ap0q JO [eHng
- - g0 - s1'g ... (1571} DY} 132 LK A13A2 20} - - 00’1 059 05’y B ysIaed QUIES JO YIINYD UT IIAI3S O 1B Sup
- - 0t'¢ - 08’0 . » o {Teek 153y ay) o)) ' ~MO[[0) AJRIRIPAIN 30U 10 03 suanbesqns 2wp v e
sepng Jo 1;sidar o swspdeq Jo I2isida) ‘LER1 . PIRAUDINGD UT SUTRILE PRIEWSID J0 10 APOq JO [eng
aroyaq pousd 103 safeurew jo 1:si@ar hagoresg - - 059 05'9 - = ysued
SYRISIDAY HOUNHD NI SZHDYVAS oE.W JO yaInyp w suates Sumoqog .aa_uﬁ.ﬂoEEm
- - : - . ow A diLasu feuony . ) PIRAYDINYD T SUTRILAE PRlEWIAL) 10 10 Apoq jo Fung
00F - mem 00°ST mm.w_ . tuaumuow Auz «anmwerzcaﬂuﬁn.ww« (/11 o0F 0007 05°Z1 05t HOQEWIRS 10 [ELING 210339 Y2INYD U1 RIIAIES
05T - 85'zZ1 $T'9 579 e {e)PaitwaD uossad SuneIowaled STVHINAA
(wwpgy x wigsy xoidde) g{ x .81 fupazoxs - [v] 00'Sz 05Tt 0821 921A1es aFEpIITR
jou pue A[[eofiisa 10 AEIuOZIOY PAIORIS I3IQEL - 73] $T'T L0 051 " SURQ JO 91eITIIN)
L0 - 0oL ooy oot “ {WHMRIDOT X LIWGEE X LIRGOE - L0 . obE SL0 $TT sfwurew Jo sulreq o MoITEIRGNY
‘yerdde} g X 8 X .1 JMPRIING 10U TA JEUG STOVIBHVI
. . ' . . 501 .
5.0 sTL SL'0 051 ?Hnomwmaz.%..uuoﬁv :“M_-w_:mom - - $L'g - 00 "ea_wou._“umx Eunmm“m rusndeg
5, J0{]20URYD JISPUT JUSIIRIU] JO IUISUSS fita patoaly _ _ 051 B . T UORI3Z JapUN UIAL Eﬁ..EEmﬂ%m Rﬂﬂﬂﬂoﬁu‘hﬁmwm
d 3 dy d 3 d g d 3 SAEYAHIUMHD NI SINTHNNOK d 3 d 3 33 47y mw,u. ReEq 3 mzm:a_wm
jounoy Houne
youmnuy YNy
Mmotag Malag Iiay {PTIYI0E | TURGrURIuf Mo Mo FIIY | onpooing [Fusquinauf 118vd
| pipd I oand ~A¥d [} o1 1 ‘mod 1 eand PAZ o or
1 1ingd I 442 $334 aqedod | nqeded I Mo If ed SA2d | aqofed | Iqeaed
228 g AVEOL a8 204 228 g Tv10L 224 Lz
g3 ¥ 100 £ e i) 17902 $ (2D ¥ 190 €100 7100 179D
I XENNY 0861 NV 9461 'ZL6L SHIAAYO $334 IVIHOOHYd IHL A8 QISIHOHLNY $33d TVIHOOYVY — Z961 3HNSYIW $334 TVIILSVIS31903

- 16 -



*f1dde L1jotxis quassxd ' 10U ODSIBDI) Beed TETUOOIBJ YOTUM 0] SOTAIOS

068t | 00°FL | OG°¥ preiyoanyo 00°LL | oG gi| o5V predyoanyo
U SUTENSI PILEWLI0 IO TBlIng U] SUTETRI pPajemeIo JO TBlIng
05°gL | oovuqi } oSy prefyommyo uy Termg 00°LL | 06°2L] 0S¥ prefyornyo ul TeTIMg
06°ZL - 02t [oupIojewess 8 UOTIBEALD 0] % [wnrTogemaTo 3B LOT}BWEIO HoW*
Aranemen Jo qaEd 0G° 0l - 05O £Lxoqemeo JO a8

mum#mnommaooﬂﬁ H0u@mvmnommﬂou Ul 9 o[Asg mnmumnowmcbocﬁ HOM PIYBIOSEUOD U SUTATS

GOTHI0 UT DLoq S0TAISE OU BISUR (2) Yoanyo uf pioy sotAxss ou oxoup (d)

'

o~

rt

1
05°gL | 00°PL | 05°4 - - prefgoango 00°kL | 0679 | 0&°F praiyoanto
U SUTBUAI DPOLEmSIs JO TeTIng . Ul BUlEmSI payBmeId JO pelang
- - - ?ﬂﬂﬂo..,_..mamﬁu 18 UOTJEWAID JI0] s 00¢ - 00°¢ maﬁﬂowmsmno 99 UOTLsUaID I0] s
Azegemao Jo jaed _H@mv.mnummnoonﬁ J0]x Arejemso JO gred _H@mﬁmhommnoanﬁ I07 %
De4BIOSEUOD UF TBIANG jusnbssqug pejexoesu00 UT Tefanq jusunbasqung
Q0*HL | 00°HL - prefyocznys uy TeLIng jusnbasgng 06°9 05°9 - prefyoanyo ul TeIinq jusnbssqng
06°2L | 006 | 06°L TOT3EWaID 00702 | 062t 05°L . UoTjE@aro
IO TBTIN 8I0jaq YOINUD UT S0TATLSG IO TeTIng 9x0Joq LOINLD UF 90TAIaS

YoInyo Uy piey 8 oofALes B ououl (V) foanyo Ut ploy eoiaxos e saaup (V)

T8i0L | "D0d [ *3qoul . T830L | *D04 |3Qoul

uotqisod pesodoxag

;

(186} Lxemuep | woxy) uoTyysod JuUSEAI

II XENNV

dnoyd HNIHHOM J0 JHOIRY JJIVHA J0 14 — ¢4 "SVEVd NI &NO 188 STVEOdOHd J0 d0dd4dd

SImLE TV HANA



ANNEX TII

Suggested Paragraphs on Waiver or Reduction of Fees for use in the Church
Commissiocners' Explanatory Notes

while it is recognised that from time to time there may be cases where
incumbents or PCCs feel that all or part of a fee should be waived, it is
pointed out that fees established by Parochial Fees Order have been
approved by the General Synod and have satisfied Parliamentary

procedure. The fees prescribed are, therefore, legally chargeable and
any departure from the practice as a general rule of collecting these
statutorily aunthorised fees would be undesirable.

Non-acceptance of fees may affect not only the individual clergyman or
council concerned buf also other clergy and parishes in the diocese. If,
because fees have been waived, the revenue so lost has to be found from
central or diocesan sources to bring clergy stipends to an agreed level,
less money is available to provide financial assistance elsewhere. This
consideration applies equally to fees, such as those in respect of
services at crematoria, which are not prescribed by Parochial Fees Order
and to the charges recommended for postal or general searches in parish
registers and records.

If, for any reason, it is felt that a particular fee or charge should on
a particular occasion perhaps be waived or reduced regard should be had
to any guidelines laid down by the diocese, and the agreement of both
the incumbent and the PCC should be required where both are entitled to
receive a part of the sum in question. It is recommended that Parochial
Church Councils should delegate their rights of waiver generally to
incumbents, but on the understanding that the amocunts waived on their
behalf are reported to them.

In connection with the searching of parish registers and records it would
be appropriate to seek advice from the DPiocesan Books and Documents
Committee, where one has been established in accordance with the
recommendation contained in the Guide to the Parochial Registers and
Records Measure 1978, on any question of the application of concessi.onary
rates for bona fide students or persons carrying out academic reasearch
for a motive other than personal gain.

- 18 -~



APPENDIX B

EXTRACT FROM THE REPORT OF THE PAROCHTAL FEES COMMISSION (@8 385)

Part I[IT — Summary of Conclusions
and Recommendations

A. PAROCHIAL FEES
Principles

220. (1) All who receive the ministrations of the Church at its occasional
offices should be encouraged to give whatever offering they can reasonably
afford at such times as part of their proper contribution towards the Church’s
general expenses and towards the cost of those particular occasions (paragraph
35).

{2) There is no conclusive theological or moral objection to the present
policy of the Church in requiring that at least part of any such contribution
should take the form of a fee or charge recoverable at law, but no one should be
refused any spiritual ministration of the Church on the grounds of non-payment
(paragraphs 50, 84).

(3) The Church of England has inherited from the past asystem of legally
recoverable fees and charges, some fixed by statute. It cannot now abolish this
system without legislation which would be likely result in a substantial permanent
reduction in the level of Church income (paragraphs 38, 80, 106, 107).

(4) The Church of England, also for historical reasons, has a relatively
low proportion of regular worshippers and contributors compared with the total
number of those who are entitled to ask for its occasional offices. As longassuch
circumstances remain it is only fair to the regular contributor that part of the
Church’s income should derive from all those who avail themselves of the
benefit of occasional offices or other special services for individuals (paragraph
36).

(5) Although, in other circumstances, it would be possible to prefer a
system of voluntary contributions instead of the present system, the Commission
recognises that while certain occasional offices and certain church facilities
remain accessible to all, the fees for these and similar services should continue to
be legally recoverable {paragraph 80).

(6} In equity and to preserve the interests of the Church on the one
hand and the public on the other, it is desirable that the Commissioners, the
General Synod and Parliament should continue to be involved in the process of
fixing fees on a standard basis (paragraphs 111, 136).

(7) When fixing these statutory amounts the Church Commissioners
should have regard inter alia to any general or particular considerations that the
General Synod may from time to time request them to take into account
{paragraph 130).

{8) The Commissioners and representatives of the Churches represented
on the Churches Main Committee should periodically consult together and with
representatives of other persons and bodies involved (e.g. local authorities,
crematorium and cemetery companies, funeral directors, the Registrar-General
and the Department of the Environment) on the question of levels of Church
and other fees (paragraph 130).

Funerals

(%) A vniform amount should be prescribed for the performance of any
funeral or burial service according to Anglican rites, wherever held (i.e. whether
in church or churchyard, in cemetery or crematorium, in consecrited or
unconsecrated ground) and wherever the deceased lived or died. Such a fee
would be exclusive of any fee for interment (paragraphs 62, 63, 118, 121, 122).
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(10) Every diocesan bishop should be tecommended to make special
arrangements, if he has not already done so, to ensure effective pastoral
supervision of Anglican services at public or private cemeteries and crematoria.
Such arrangements should always include the appointment of a panel of rota-
duty Anglican clergy to be on call during their duty period to serve those who
wish an Anglican service and who have not made other arrangements. So far as
may be practicable the incumbent of the parish where the deceased was on the
¢lectoral roll or normally lived should be consulted before the funeral takes
place (paragraph 41).

(11} The co-operation of non-Anglican clergy should be sought in any
negotiations concerning rota-duty {paragraph 41}.

(12) Clergy and other authorised persons who conduct funerals at
cemeteries and crematoria should be accountable for any fees which they receive
for such ministrations in accordance with the proposals made by the Commission
in paragraph 21 below (paragreph 43).

Travelling Expenses and Subsistence

(13) Parochial fees orders should provide that reasonable travelling
expenses and subsistence be recoverable in the same manner as Legal Officer’s
expenses. Such expenses might be related to the public service rates but individual
dioceses should be left free to adopt variant rates if they so desire {paragraphs
46, 138).

Searches and Certificates

(14) Seasch and certificate fees should continue to be charged for baptism,
marriage and burial registers retained in parochial custody, of whatever age, as a
safeguard against irresponsible use of the incumbent’s time and as a modest
source of income to meet the cost of supervising searches, maintaining the
registers in good condition and providing the certificates (paragraphs 95, 103).

(15) The Secretary of State for Social Services should be requested to
restore as soon as possible the fee payable for searching a parochial marriage
register under 8. 63 of the Marriage Act 1949 (paragraph 126).

(16) Search fees should be assessed on a time basis rather than on the
number of years searched (paragraph 100).

(17) The charge for a search should include one certificate where this is
requested {paragraph 104).

(18) Search fees should also be fixed on the same basis for church registers
other than those for baptism, marriage and burial and for other church records
in parochial custody but not so that any legal obligation ic laid on their
custodians to produce them for public inspection on request. It should be made
clear that church records in this context do not include civil records which, for
historical reasons, are in the custody of the Church (paragraphs 127, 128).

Miscellaneous Facilities

(19) Other fees now fixed by parochial fees order {namely, fees for
churchyard monuments and for inspecting and supplying copies of certain
tithe records) should continue to be so prescribed (paragraph 110).

Destinations for Fees

(20} The right to payments, other than chaplaincy fees and spare time
earnings, which are due in respect of services rendered by a clergyman or layman
by virtue of 2 parochial office or employment and performed in a parish and on
parochial property, shouid in future vest solely in the parochial church council
of the parish for which those services are performed (paragraph 148).

(21) The right to such payments as are mentioned in (20) above which
are due in respect of services rendered by a clergyman and performed either in a
parish but not on Church property (eg.ina crematorium chapel), or in an extra-
parochial place, should, as existing arrangements terminate, vest in the
appropriate Church authority, namely,
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(a) if he is a parochial clergyman, in the parochial church council of the
parish where he is beneficed or licensed ; or

(b) if he is non-parochial (e.g. retired), in the Diocesan Board of Finance
for the diocese in which he has authority to minister

(paragraph 43).

(22) Dioceses should determine the manner in which payments due under
(21) above should be shared between more than one parochial church council in
cases where a parochial minister is beneficed or licensed to more than one parish

(paragraph 43).

(23) Parochial church councils and Diocesan Boards of Finance entitled
to receive fees in respect of ministrations by non-parochiat clergy and others
under paragraphs 20 and 21 above should ensure that those concerned are
properly remunerated and should determine the manner of their payment
(paragraph 44).

(24) Reasonable travelling expenses and subsistence incurred by any
individual in the performance of services referred to in paragraphs 20 and 21
should be met by the parochial church council or Diocesan Board of Finance
which is entitled to receive the fees for such services (paragraph 46).

(25) The rights of sitting incumbents should be preserved by one of the

two following methods: —

either (1) they should be awarded an annual personal grant which would
remain payable so long as they remained in the same benefice and be
equal in amount to the highest annual amount derived by them from ali
fees in the three years preceding an appointed day;

or (2) future parochial fees tables should indicate an amount that should
be payable to a sitting incumbent, the new fee payable to the parochial
church council being reduced by the same amount (c.f. the arrangements
made in the 1976 Order with respect to existing clerks and sextons).

We favour the first method (paragraphs 161 — 163).

(26) When the amounts of statutory fees are revised upon the ‘single fee’
system taking effect, the level of total fee income in real terms should be
maintained (paragraph 148}, ’

(27) Subject to (25) above and (28) below, new income of parochial
church councils resulting from the proposed system should be treated as part of
their general funds and not be required to be used for any particular purpose
(paragraphs 97, 154).

(28) Diocesan Boards of Finance should be recommended to have regard
to income receivable by parochial church councils in respect of fees when
determining their methods of assessing funds available, or potentially available,
within the diocese for the improvement of clergy stipends. At the outset they

should also consider asking parochial church councils to subscribe extra sums
comparable to those previously derived by their incumbents from fees
(paragraphs 149 — 153).

(29) Parochial church councils should submit written accounts for surns
due to them in respect of occasional offices and arrange for such accounts to be
paid, where practicable, by cheque. The Commission feels that cash transactions
should be avoided if possible, especially on the day itself (paragraphs 51, 144),

(30) Parochial church councils should keep separate records of amounts

" of fées réceived and disbursements made by them in respect of matters included

in parochial fees orders (paragraph 148),

Waiver or Reduction of Fees

(31) There is no statutory obligation which compels a parochial church
council or incumbent to collect a fee due and therefore no statutory right of
waiver is necessary as authority either for concesstonary rates or for the giving
of services free of charge if the parochial church council or incumbent so chooses
(paragraph 166).

(32) No particular class of persons should be statutorily exempt from the
general liability of the public to pay Church fees at the full rate. In normal
circumstances fees should not be waived {paragraph 174).
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(33) In view of the importance of fees and offerings for services rendered
to finance clergy stipends and Church expenses generally, dioceses should be
requested to lay down guidelines recommending parochial church councils to
waive such income only in clearly defined and exceptional circumstances
{paragraph 174).

(34) Dioceses should be advised to require parochial church councils to
report amounts of fees waived to the Diocesan Board of Finance at the same
time as they submit their annual accounts (paragraph 175).

(35) Diocesan gui&etines should recommend parochial church councils

(2) to delegate their nght of waiver (¢.g. to the incumbent) but only on the
understanding that the amounts so waived on their behalf are reported to them;
and

(b) to charge search fees at concessionary rates to bona fide students and
scholars carrying out academic research for a motive other than personal
monetary gain (paragraphs 101, 174, 177).

Method of Revision

(36) The Church Commissioners should be requested to review current
parochial fees orders annually during their regular annual stipends reviews as
Central Stipends Authority (paragraph 185).

(37) In carrying out their review, the Commissioners should not normally
undertake a full-scale investigation but usually need only have regard to
movements in national indexes of prices and incomes (paragraph 185).

(38) Because the legal rights of members of the general public are affected,
it is not practicable to recommend that parochial fees orders should no longer be
subject to Parliamentary approval under the statutory instrument procegdure
(paragraph 192),

(39) Similarly, having regard to both their pastoral and their financial
implications, it is not desirable that parochial fees orders should become operative
without the approval of the General Synod (paragraphs 111, 195).

(40) As a simplification of the synodical procedure it is, however, proposed
that parochial fees orders be laid before the General Synod and deemed to be
approved if no motion for their annulment is carried by a specified time
{paragraph 187}.

(41) Itis not proposed to alter the existing statutory requirement that a
parochial fees order be approved or rejected en bloc and not amended on the
floor of the Synod (paragraph 189).
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