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MPCP(22)34 

Church Commissioners 
 

Mission, Pastoral and Church Property Committee 
 

Mission and Pastoral Measure 2011 
 

Church of St Jude, Southampton in the parish of Maybush 
(Diocese of Winchester) 

 
Note by Rex Andrew 

Summary 
 
(i) Following the publication of a draft Pastoral Church Buildings Scheme providing for 

the church of St Jude, Southampton, a chapel of ease in the parish of Maybush, to 
be declared closed for regular public worship and appropriated to use (by Tiny Toes 
Day Nursery) as “a children’s nursery and pre-school and/or office and/or light 
industrial use, and for purposes ancillary thereto”, we received 101 representations 
against (including four petitions totalling some 1,667 signatures) and 20 in favour, 
together with four out-of-time representations against. 

 
(ii) The representors against fall into two main groups: 

a) members of the Romanian Orthodox Church who wish to purchase St Jude’s; 
and 

b) local residents and Church of England members, who raise three main areas of 
concern: (i) that St Jude’s church should remain a place of Christian worship, 
either as an Anglican church or, if not, by another Christian Community, ideally 
the Romanian Orthodox Church; (ii) that there is no need for a Tiny Toes 
nursery on this site; and (iii) that Tiny Toes’ real intention is to develop the site 
for one of the other listed uses.  

 

A number of these representors also raise specific points about the process in 
this case (including the bidding process). 

 
c) there is also a representation from the Trustees of the Southampton Chinese 

Christian Fellowship who also wish to acquire St Jude’s.    
 

(iii) The representors in favour include the Area Dean, two directors of Tiny Toes and 
the manager of their existing nursery at Lordshill, and fifteen local residents, most of 
whom have used Tiny Toes’ Lordshill nursery. The Area Dean says that the parish 
cannot afford and does not need three churches; she and these local residents 
welcome the proposed additional nursery places. The Tiny Toes’ representatives 
emphasise that theirs was the highest bid and oppose any attempt to re-open the 
bidding process. They say that there is a need for more affordable nursery spaces.                                         
 

(iv) The Bishop of Southampton says that the closure request emanated from the 
then St Jude’s PCC in 2013, reconfirmed in 2018 by the now Maybush PCC, 
with no alternative to closure being identified since then. The reason for the sale 
as a nursery at the end of the consequent sale process is the fiduciary duty of 
the Diocese to accept the highest bid (because the site is landlocked and is being 
sold with surrounding PCC land).  
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Issues for the Committee 
 
(v) The Committee will consider the particular matters raised in the representations, 

taking into account what weight to give to the evidence which is before it. The main 
questions which they will consider in reaching a decision are:   

 
- Is the draft scheme lawful and within scope of the Mission and Pastoral 

Measure 2011 (as amended). In particular, is the draft scheme proposed for 
a proper purpose taking account both the initiation and development of these 
proposals?   

 
- In carrying out its functions, did the diocesan mission and pastoral committee 

have regard to (amongst other things) the financial implications of the draft 
scheme for the diocese and the Church of England as a whole, and the 
traditions, needs and characteristics of particular parishes? 

 
-  Is St Jude’s church not required as a parish church or chapel of ease; and if 

so, is the proposed use of the St Jude’s church building by Tiny Toes nursery 
a suitable one? 

 
- Has the consultation process met the requirements of the Measure and been 

fair?   
 
- Would the draft scheme further the mission of the Church of England in the 

part of the diocese in question?   
 
- Would the draft scheme make better provision for the cure of souls in the 

diocese? 
 
(vi) Attached are: 
 
 Annex A: A copy of the draft Scheme, plan and accompanying explanatory note; 
 
 Annex B: A scaled map of the area;   
 
 Annex C: Parish Information Form; 
 
 Annex D: Crockford print-out for the benefice; 
 
 Annex E: CBC Report and SAC advice; 
 
 Annex F:       A copy of the letter referring the representations to the Bishop of 

  Southampton together with her reply; 
 

Annex R:      Copies of the representations (Annex R1 contains a summary of the 
    representations, and Annex R2 lists the representors and contains the 
    redacted representations in full); 
 

Annex S: Supplementary comments from eight representors against, together 

with the Bishop’s further response  
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The sifting groups’ decision 
 
(vii) The case has been examined by the Committee’s case sifting representatives. The 

Panel recommended that it should be afforded a public hearing as it thought there 
are facts which are in dispute and arguments which the Committee would wish to 
test by questioning both representors and diocesan representatives. 
 

Recommendation 
 

(viii) The Committee is invited to consider the representations and the issues set out in 
this paper and, in the light of these, whether the draft Scheme should proceed. 

 

Background and introduction 
 
1. St Jude’s church is neither listed nor situated in a conservation area and stands in a 

suburban area to the north-west of the centre of Southampton, at the northern edge 
of Shirley and just to the west of Southampton General Hospital. Other than the 
Hospital the area is entirely residential. The church was built in 1955 to designs by 
Gutteridge and Gutteridge of Southampton. It is constructed of brick with tile roofs 
and consists of an aisled nave, chancel, vestry, ancillary rooms, and a south porch 
and tower. There are no burials in the church or surrounding land. 
 

2. The church and church hall (and a former parsonage) were all built on a site 
acquired as two separate plots, one in 1937 (and subject to a further confirmatory 
deed of 22nd June1956) and the other in 1939. At the time of acquisition, the plots 
were in the parish of Shirley, St James.  The conveyance of the land acquired in 
1939 (which includes land on which St Jude’s church is built) and the confirmatory 
deed of 22nd June 1956 (on which the hall is built), both stipulated that the land 
could only be used the purposes specified in the PCC (Powers) Measure 1921. 
These conditions, which are referred to by some representors, do not prevent a 
properly authorised disposal for other purposes but mean that the sale proceeds 
must be applied for ecclesiastical proceeds of the parish.  

 

3. Following completion of the church building that part of the site comprising its 
footprint was conveyed from the PCC of St James Shirley to the incumbent by a 
deed dated 6th April 1956. The effect of this is that St Jude’s, vested in the 
incumbent, is completely landlocked, as the surrounding land and church hall are all 
held in trust by the Winchester Diocesan Board of Finance on behalf of the PCC. 
The proposed sale to Tiny Toes is of the church and the surrounding PCC land. 
Sale proceeds of the combined site would be apportioned 22%/78% between the 
church land and PCC land. Net proceeds from the church element, if it is closed and 
disposed of, would be further divided 2/3rd to the Diocese and 1/3rd to the 
Commissioners.  
 

4. An Order in Council in February 1956 provided for the creation of a new 
ecclesiastical district of St Jude, Warren Avenue, Southampton which became a 
parish and benefice when the Pastoral Measure 1968 took effect on 1st April 1969. 
That benefice was united with the benefice of St Peter, Maybush in 2006. The 
parishes, however, remained distinct until 2014 when they were also united to 
create the current parish of Maybush. 
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5. The last quinquennial inspection was carried out in 2011 which although highlighting 
some repair and maintenance issues, did not identify any structural work. In the 
intervening period, it is however clear that issues with leaks from the roof, heating 
and the electrics, as a minimum, will need to be addressed.  
 

6. In around 2013 the then incumbent entered into an informal agreement with 
Iglesia Ni Christo, a Christian Filipino Church, for their use of St Jude’s church. 
Shortly after this, Iglesia Ni Christo offered to purchase the site. It subsequently 
came to light that they were not in communion with the Church of England and 
the then Bishop of Winchester indicated he could not support a sale to this group 
and asked them to vacate the church. Their relationship with the parish 
remained cordial and they moved to the adjacent St Jude’s church hall. This 
resulted in the parish being left with a chapel of ease that was receiving little 
regular use. 

 
7. In 2014, due to falling congregation numbers and the availability of two other 

churches in the Maybush with Southampton St Jude benefice, Church of England 
worship ceased at St Jude’s. The Diocese has been unable to confirm how this was 
authorised.  
 

8. In the same year (2014) the then parish of Maybush and the parish of Southampton 
St Jude, which comprised the area of the benefice created in 2006, were united to 
create the new parish of Maybush. The Scheme designated St Peter’s church as 
the parish church of the new parish and made St Jude’s a chapel of ease (the 
parish also has another chapel of ease of All Saints, Redbridge). 
 

9. In 2015 the diocesan team explored the option of selling the church of St Jude’s, 
the hall and the former vicarage (or parts thereof) to the Bournemouth Churches 
Housing Association for development for social housing. This proposal attracted 
a petition of 1,050 signatures opposing a sale for residential development. 
 

10. However, after further consideration a diocesan decision was made to openly 
market the church and church hall rather than proceed with an off-market 
transaction, and this took place in 2016: the church of St Jude’s and the hall 
were openly marketed by the diocesan agent, Carter Jonas, and a number of 
offers were received. The highest offer was from Tiny Toes Limited who planned 
to use the church as a day nursery. 
 

11. In 2016, the Reverend Jane Bakker was licenced as an (Interim) Associate 
Minister to the benefice with a remit to build up the life of the parish alongside 
the ministry of the then incumbent (she subsequently became its priest-in- 
charge in April 2019). One of her early tasks as Interim Minister was to assess 
the viability of St Jude’s, and under instruction from the Bishop of Southampton, 
it was agreed that no action would be taken to sell, lease or dispose of St Jude’s 
while a period of reflection and discernment was held to determine the needs of 
the whole parish.  
 

12. A survey of the area was commissioned in 2016 by Mrs Bakker, following which 
she reached the view that the buildings at St Jude’s would not be an asset to 
future Anglican mission in that area.  We are told that it also became evident 
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during that survey that the residents in the area identified as part of the 
communities in either Shirley or Lord’s Hill parishes, not Maybush. 
 

13. From 2016, St Jude’s church became home to the Romanian Orthodox Church – 
this occupancy was arranged without faculty and was based on an hourly usage 
rate; the stated intention of the Romanian Church was that they would be able to 
buy the church after two years of leasing. 
 

14. In July 2018 Mrs Bakker advised the diocese that the Maybush PCC was of the 
view that St Jude’s should be sold in order to further mission and ministry across 
the whole parish which was being amply served by the two churches of St 
Peter’s and All Saints. She also reported at the time that ‘Maybush is 
functionally bankrupt. They have no reserves and are already under special 
considerations for CMF (Common Mission Fund/Share). Attendance and 
affluence are both low. They have supported St Jude’s financially for many 
years but [they] remain detached from the whole area. There are no continuing 
relationships between that area and the congregation. No one from the former 
St Jude’s congregation comes to St Peter’s or All Saints’ churches.’ 
 

15. As both the Romanians use of the church and the Filipinos of the church hall 
were not under the formal arrangements of a lease, the WDBF was in the 
process of taking steps to regularise this to ensure that both would vacate in the 
event of a sale when the first Covid lockdown began. In light of the proposed 
sale, in 2021 when churches could open again, the PCC took the decision to not 
allow either group back into the church and hall and offered them alternative 
venues within the parish. The Filipinos have since used St Peter’s church hall, 
whilst the Romanians, after a brief stint at St Peter’s hall, were found an 
alternative (temporary) worship site by the diocese – at St Katherine’s, Exbury. 
 

16. Under instruction from the Maybush PCC and with the agreement of the 
Winchester Diocesan Mission & Pastoral Committee, St Jude’s church and Hall 
were re-marketed for sale in 2021. Tiny Toes were again the highest bidders. In 
order for Tiny Toes to prepare for the purchase of the site subject to the scheme, 
the process of seeking closure and re-use of the church needed to run 
alongside a secular planning application to Southampton City Council. Tiny 
Toes requested that the use be restricted to ‘…children’s day nursery and pre-
school and/or office and light industrial use and ancillary purposes’ on the basis 
that they were unaware there would be any restrictions in the terms of sale on 
future use of the property and had offered a full commercial price for the 
property on that basis. They additionally cited that their funders would likely 
have difficulty with a use clause that was too tightly drawn. 
 

The Views of the Statutory Advisory Committee 

 

17. The Commissioners’ statutory advisors, the Statutory Advisory Committee of the 
Church Buildings Council, consider the building to be of low to moderate 
significance and that it should be preserved by conversion to a suitable new use. 
They welcomed the proposed use as a children’s nursery. 
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The Views of the planning authority: Southampton City Council 
 

18. Southampton City Council granted permission on 13th July 2022 for change of 
use in relation to St Jude’s church (only): the planning permission states that the 
property may only be used as a day nursery and for no other purpose. A fresh 
planning application would therefore need to be made if Tiny Toes wished to 
use the building for the other uses specified in the draft Scheme. 

 
The representations received 

 
19. The draft Scheme attracted101 representations against (including four petitions 

totalling some 1,667 signatures) and 20 in favour, together with four out-of-time 
representations against. These are attached in summary (Annex R1) as part of the 
main Annex R, which also lists (in its Annex R2) the names of the representors and 
contains the redacted representations in full (including the four not duly made). 
 

Headline summary of the main points in the representations against the draft 
Scheme 

 
20. The representors against fall into two main groups 
 

a) Members of the Romanian Orthodox Church  
b) Local residents and Church of England members  

 
21. The representors from the Romanian community wish St Jude’s to be sold to the 

Romanian Orthodox Church.  
 
22. Those in the second group have three main areas of concern: 
 

(i) that St Jude’s church should remain a place of Christian worship, either as 
an Anglican church or, if not, used by another Christian Community, ideally the 
Romanian Orthodox Church; 
 
(ii) that there is no need for a Tiny Toes nursery on this site; 
 

(iii) that Tiny Toes real intention is to develop the site for one of the other listed 
uses. 

 

23. A number of these representors also raise specific points about the processes in 
this case (including the marketing and bidding process). 

 
24. There is also a representation from the Trustees of the Southampton Chinese 

Christian Fellowship who also wish to acquire St Jude’s. 
 

Headline summary of the representations in favour of the proposal 
 
25. The representors in favour include the Area Dean, two directors of Tiny Toes and 

the manager of their existing nursery at Lordshill, and fifteen local residents, most of 
whom have used Tiny Toes’ Lordshill nursery. The Area Dean says the parish of 
Maybush with St Peter cannot afford and does not need three places of worship. 
She and these local residents welcome the prospect of additional nursery places 
which they say are needed in the area and that this will be a good use for an empty 
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building. The representors from Tiny Toes emphasise that theirs is the highest bid 
and oppose what they see as an attempt to reopen the bidding process after they 
have already incurred planning costs. They also say there is a need for more 
nursery places and that their rates are affordable.  
 

Summary of the Bishop of Southampton’s views 
 
26. The Bishop of Southampton explains that the main reason for the proposed 

closure is the 2013 decision of the then St Jude’s PCC to request consideration 
of closure and sale of the building (with St Peter, Maybush to become the single 
centre of worship for the merged parish), a decision reconfirmed in 2018 by the 
Maybush PCC, and the fact that no alternative to closure has been identified 
since then. The reason for the sale as a nursery at the end of the consequent 
sale process is the fiduciary duty of the Diocese (in relation to the church hall and 
surrounding land) to accept the highest bid. 
 

27. The process of how the PCC and the Diocese reached this stage is outlined in 
paragraphs 6 to 16 above.  
 

28. On what impact her proposals would have on the local Church’s relationship 
with the community it serves, given the level of concerns raised in the 
representations and the number of signatures to the petitions, the Bishop says 
that the current boundaries are wrong, as the residents of the former St Jude’s 
parish do not identify as being part of ‘Maybush’ but instead identify with 
‘Shirley’. However, a boundary change cannot take place until St Jude’s future 
is settled as the Shirley parish would not wish to take on this building. It is 
possible, therefore, that the relationship between local churches and the 
community in this area will enjoy greater flourishing as ministry structures 
evolve. She says there is no evidence that residents of the area are attending 
churches either elsewhere in the parish or in the neighbouring parishes. 
 

29. She goes on to explain that the Diocese is committed to having a good 
ecumenical relationship with the Romanian Church, whose congregation is 
gathered from a very wide area of Hampshire. Much of the disappointment from 
members of that Church stems from its bid for St Jude’s, which was not the 
highest, not being accepted. The Diocese is having on-going discussions with 
them about alternative worship locations and the Romanians have expressed an 
interest regarding acquiring an alternative building in Southampton instead. 
Relationships remain cordial.  
 

30. She gives details of the bidding process and says that a guaranteed capital 
receipt by the parish is of the utmost importance. St Jude’s church is landlocked 
by parish-owned land, and its sale is therefore dependent on the sale of the whole 
site, which includes the hall, and needs to satisfy the Charities Act provisions. It 
has been agreed that the apportionment of proceeds between the church site 
and the surrounding land and church hall will be based on a 22%/78% split.  
 

[Note by staff: proceeds arising from the church site would need to be further 
split in accordance with the 2011 Measure requirements of 2/3rd to the diocese 
and 1/3rd to the Commissioners.] 
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31. The Diocese has yet to discuss with the Parish how any of the 2/3rd sale proceeds 
arising from any disposal of St Jude’s are to be applied. The WDBF has undertaken 
to pay the upfront costs incurred during this process as a way of directly supporting 
the parish and has made a cash-flow loan provision available to the PCC to cover 
any additional interim costs during recent years. The Parish has agreed to 
reimburse the WDBF from the sale proceeds. 
 

32. The Bishop says that whilst there are other “suitable alternative use” 
considerations for the church building, its location within the overall site made 
resolving its future inextricably linked with the parish land. In addition, it was also 
necessary to be assured that the church building had a viable future use. 
 

33. She says that the proposed use of St Jude’s by Tiny Toes would benefit local 
residents and is also favoured by Southampton City Council, whereas the 
Romanian congregation is gathered from across Hampshire, and for the most part 
not locally resident. 
 

34. Southampton City Council has agreed to the change of use of this building 
(subject to the closure going ahead) and is fully supportive of the introduction of 
a children’s nursery in this densely populated area. The planning permission 
granted for the proposed change of use means that Tiny Toes could not use the 
building for other purposes, a concern raised by some opposing these 
proposals. 
 

35. There would automatically be a restrictive covenant in the scheme preventing 
demolition of the church without the Church Commissioners’ consent, and this 
has been accepted by Tiny Toes. There is also a covenant requiring the 
Commissioners’ consent to any future architectural or structural alterations. 
  

36. In terms of the Southampton Chinese Christian Community’s interest to acquire St 
Jude’s, the Bishop says that the property was actively marketed by the diocesan 
agent and this Church group did not enquire about the property until after best and 
final bids had been submitted. 
 

37. The Bishop provides income and expenditure figures for St Jude’s in recent years 
which shows a continuing and increasing deficit. She says the condition of the St 
Jude’s building, which pre-dates the union of parishes, has been poor for many 
years, with even basic maintenance and repairs not having been carried out fully. 
She disputes any suggestion of any wilful neglect; this is one of the most deprived 
parishes in the country with very limited resources which need very careful 
prioritisation. 
 

38. She provides parish share payment figures for St Jude’s parish (until 2014) and 
the Maybush parish. These show the extent to which the diocese has subsidised 
the operating cost of both the old parish and the new one; the neighbouring Shirley 
parish in contrast readily meets its parish share which is in excess of £100k per 
annum, whereas Maybush cannot even meet a fifth of that. 
 

39. Regarding the view that since 2010 St Jude’s has not received the pastoral care 
it deserves, she says that is not reflected in its electoral roll which has hovered 
between 13 in 2006 and 14 in 2014 (contrasting this with the figures for 1984 to 
1986 respectively of 70, 70 and 81). This illustrated the need for the union of 
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parishes, which was part of the Southampton Deanery Plan, and which had the 
support of the then St Jude’s PCC, which also supported the proposals to seek 
closure of the church; she enclosed copies of the minutes from 2013. Following 
the union of parishes any member of the electoral roll could stand for election to 
the PCC of the new Maybush parish, so those from St Jude’s did have an 
opportunity to be on it and to have their views heard. As far as she is aware, some 
of St Jude’s worshippers initially moved to St Peter’s in the same parish but none 
stood for election to the PCC.  
 

40. The Bishop details the consultation process which she says shows that the 
requirements of the 2011 Measure were fully met. The Diocese also has a record 
of the various exchanges with local residents going back to 2013 on St Jude’s 
future. 
 

41. The stained glass and contents referred to by Mr Rule would be dealt with as 
follows: the glass would be removed by Tiny Toes, who would meet the cost, and 
delivered to the parish as part of the proposed sale agreement; the altar cloth 
made by the parishioners in the 1950s and the cruets would continue to be listed 
on the terriers and would be transferred to St Peter’s. 
 

42. The Bishop says her proposals will aid in the Maybush PCC’s aim to use its 
buildings for worship, for mission and for serving their community. It would also 
afford them an opportunity to make some urgent investments in their remaining 
buildings. 
 

43. The Bishop highlights various initiatives and projects already in place in the 
Maybush parish, like The Marketplace, together with others that they seek to build 
on. There is also a trained pioneer minister who lives in Shirley Warren who, with a 
minister from a local independent church, goes out weekly to meet people, to build 
relationships and to explore pioneer possibilities. The Diocese would want to 
ringfence some of the proceeds of St Jude’s sale to ensure that there is a missional 
fund available for when such projects begin to take shape. In a nutshell, the parish 
would be able to afford to grow its ministry rather than barely maintain it. 
 

44. She adds in conclusion that this is an inner-city parish in a densely populated 
but deprived area of Southampton. The PCC bears the burden of maintaining 
three churches and three halls which have seen years of neglect, taking their toll 
and leading to a backlog of major repairs. A worshipping community of 52 and 
19 planned givers with an average giving level of £12.54 leaves them facing an 
insurmountable burden in building works, and little chance of being able to grow 
mission and outreach to their community. A secure sale is vital to their future 
flourishing. 
 

Supplementary views from eight representors against 
 
45. Eight further submissions were received from those against, namely:  

(i) Rev Ovidiu Semerean; (ii) Jonathan Baird; (iii) David Fletcher; (iv) Sue Fletcher; 
(v) David Griffiths; (vi) Helen Griffiths; (vii) Andrew Orange; and  
(viii) the Southampton Chinese Christian Trustees. 
 

46. Generally, they reiterate strong opposition to any change of use, particularly for 
nursery purposes, and maintain that Christian worship should be the primary use 
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were St Jude’s to cease to be used for Church of England worship. They also 
repeat the view that Church of England use, Romanian use, and Filipino use (of the 
church hall) could also all be provided for at St Jude’s.  
 

47. The Romanian Church asserts that it was not fully conversant with what was 
required from it to acquire the St Jude’s building and that its financial position is 
much stronger than the perception that the parish and the Diocese seem to have of 
it.  In particular, the Reverend Ovidiu Semerean states that he was unaware of any 
discussion of any proposal for the Romanian Church to lease St Jude’s then buy it 
after two years.  
 

48. The Fletchers and Griffiths echo much of the above and continue to express 
concerns about how St Jude’s has been selectively side-lined by the Maybush 
parish, other than when wanting to use its funds for repairs to the other two 
churches and their facilities in the parish. They feel that the PCC could have done 
more to improve the parish’s financial position by increasing the rents paid by both 
the Romanians and Filipinos. Mr Fletcher also say that Companies House records 
indicate that the Romanians’ financial position is stronger than that of Tiny Toes. 
 

49. They also question why All Saints should be retained over St Jude’s when its 
electoral roll figures are low and possibly even worse than St Jude’s. It is alleged 
that the PCC was under pressure from the Diocese to sell this site. Were St Jude’s 
to close, the distance to St Peter’s and All Saints is not within easy walking distance 
as has been suggested in the Bishop’s reply; there are also no direct bus services 
to either of these churches from the St Jude’s area. Everything seems to be 
focussed on Maybush with the needs of those in the Warren area ignored. 
 

50. Some ask how the Diocese, the Parish and Tiny Toes know where the former 
congregation of St Jude’s now worship. There has been little to no discussion with 
the local residents in the Warren area. They express concern about the survey said 
to have undertaken by the Reverend Jane Bakker in 2016 as local people appear 
not to know about this. They also say nothing is known about the pioneer minister 
referred to in the Bishop’s response.  

 
51. They remain concerned about how and where the current closure proposals 

originated, not helped by some key minutes that cannot now be located. They 
remind the Diocese that the parish’s earlier attempts to have a social housing 
development on this site also attracted strong opposition. 
 

52. They feel that the deliberate lack of routine maintenance at St Jude’s has led to 
unnecessary expense and deterioration of the church and hall. They also query why 
the accounts show unnecessary expenditure on St Jude’s when it was closed 
during the pandemic; the local community was not given the chance to be involved 
in its upkeep after St Jude’s was shut. 
 

53. They feel that the Bishop has not fully answered the question posed to her (number 
9 of the Commissioners’ staff’s letter) on timelines, marketing of St Jude’s, why the 
Romanians and Filipinos were asked to leave or their concerns about the marketing 
and bidding process. 
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54. As regards the planning permission that has been granted for nursery use (only), 
this appears to contradict Tiny Toes’ assertion at the drop-in session that it would 
make space available for other community use.  
 

55. The Southampton Chinese Christian Trustees explain that were the St Jude’s 
bidding process to be reopened, they would like to be directly invited to participate.  
 

Further response from the Bishop of Southampton 
 
56. The Bishop explains the reference to the possible leasing of St Jude’s and adds that 

when the decision to propose closure was taken leasing was not regarded as a 
viable option for the Diocese or the Parish. She also stresses that the Romanian 
Church’s occupation of St Jude’s, through no fault of its own, was without a lease or 
faculty, and that the Diocese continues to work with it in finding it a new permanent 
home.  
 

57. She recapitulates the bidding process and reiterates that Tiny Toes was the highest 
bidder, and with clear evidence of funding, whereas the Romanians were unable to 
provide evidence of funding. She says that the Companies House records may 
show that their financial position has subsequently improved but the WDBF decision 
was based on the evidence provided at the time of marketing. 

 
58. The Bishop says that when its offer was accepted, it was on the understanding that 

Tiny Toes would use its best endeavours to work with the local community in 
connection with the use of the hall and that it still intends to do so. However, she 
says that safeguarding issues would prevent any community use of the church 
building and that would also apply to a joint use which was discussed with the 
planning officer. 
 

59. She disputes the allegation of the lack of routine maintenance at St Jude’s and says 
that of the PCC had struggled for many years to deal with maintaining all its 
buildings, particularly given the demographics of the area. 
 

60. The Bishop gives details of the survey undertaken in 2016, which was an 
observational exercise. It was led by the Church Army and included the CEMES 
(Church of England Ministry Experience Scheme) candidates for that year and the 
Reverend Jane Bakker, as Interim Minister. Although it was clear that a traditional 
congregation at St Jude's was not viable (as per the data provided in her previous 
response), there was a firm desire to ensure that other options were considered 
before a decision was made. 

 
61. She also provides a more detailed timeline of consultations and marketing exercise 

since 2009. 
 

Information for the Committee 
 

62. The Mission and Pastoral Measure states that a Pastoral Scheme may make a 
declaration of closure for regular public worship in respect of a church which is not 
"required" as a parish church or chapel of ease. Section 15.2 of the Code of 
Recommended Practice to the Measure states that:-  
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"The Measure refers to the church not being "required". The 
implication of this is clearly that the primary question is whether the 
building is needed pastorally. This needs to be considered in the 
context of S.3(1) of the Measure that the Committee should have 
regard to worship, mission and community as central to the work of 
the Church of England. Whilst knowledge that a particular church is 
in a bad state of repair and that adequate finance to pay for the 
necessary works is not available may often be an important factor, 
it should not normally be the principal one, although the DMPC, in 
carrying out its functions, has to have regard to the financial 
implications for the Diocese and Church of England as a whole." 
 

63. The requirement in S63(1) of the Mission and Pastoral Measure is that the future 
use of a church closed for regular public worship must be considered suitable by the 
Commissioners. Various factors need to be considered in assessing whether a use 
which is which is suitable in principle is nonetheless suitable in the circumstances of 
a particular case. These include the impact on the surrounding area and its financial 
viability as well as the general duty in s.1 of the Measure that any person carrying 
out functions under the Measure must have due regard to the furtherance of the 
mission of the Church of England (“mission” meaning the whole mission of the 
Church, evangelistic, pastoral, social and ecumenical).  

 
64. The Measure has no hierarchy of suitable uses and both nursery use and use for 

worship by another Christian body have been found suitable. However, Section 17.6 
of the Code of Recommended Practice to the Measure states that:-  

 

“Use by other Christian groups 
 
 … use for worship by other Christian Groups is usually the best use. The 
following guidelines apply where another Christian religious body is interested in 
acquiring a church and using it for worship. 
 
(i) Use as a place for worship by Christian bodies which are members or 
associate members of, or official observers at the Churches Together in England 
(CTE), or the Council of Churches for Britain and Ireland (CCBI), or the World 
Council of Churches (WCC) would ordinarily be regarded as suitable; 
 
(ii) Equally, there a prima facie case for accepting as suitable use as a place of 
worship by a Christian body which, though qualified to be a member of the CTE, 
CCBI or WCC, is not a member; 
 
(iii) Use for worship by any other Christian group not so qualifying should be 
considered on its merits. The DMPC is recommended to make enquiries into the 
beliefs and practices of the body concerned, and have due regard to the 
particular local circumstances.” 
 

65. The process of securing a suitable alternative use for a closed church building is 

one which may involve consideration of various factors. As no definition of suitability 

is provided in the Measure, a judgement must be made in the particular 

circumstances of each case in assessing the ‘weight’ of their relative importance. 
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- This is set within the context of the ‘general duty’ laid out in Section 1 of the 

Mission and Pastoral Measure 2011, placing a duty on those carrying out 

functions under the Measure to “have due regard to the furtherance of the 

mission of the Church of England.” Mission is defined as “the whole mission 

of the Church of England, pastoral, evangelistic, social and ecumenical”. 

Section 3 of the Measure requires a diocesan mission and pastoral 

committee, in carrying out its functions, to have regard to “worship, mission 

and community as central to the life and work of the Church of England”, and 

also to have regard to the financial implications for the diocese and the 

Church of England as a whole.  
  

- Amongst the concerns raised by representors against the draft Scheme is 

that the building should continue to be used for the purposes for which it was 

constructed, namely for Christian worship.  
  

- The Committee has previously been advised, in considering representations 

on whether a use is suitable, that the Commissioners may take into account 

the potential availability of a ‘more suitable’ use (in accordance with their own 

published Code of Practice), which may involve giving appropriate weight to 

the views of a group that wanted to use the building for Christian worship. 

Section 17.2 of the Code of Recommended Practice to the Mission and 

Pastoral Measure states: 
  

“Since 1969 alternative uses have been found for over half of all closed church 

buildings, with a large number appropriated for worship by other Christian bodies.  

This is generally the best use ….” 

  

- The Code of Practice to the 2011 Measure goes on to acknowledge that 

there are many other suitable uses for closed church buildings, with 

examples cited including educational use.   
  

- The Committee has also been advised when dealing with representations 

that it would be proper to take into account all relevant considerations, both 

in relation to the proposed use under the draft Scheme and also an allegedly 

“more suitable” use. This would include, for example, consideration as to 

whether the use argued for by the representors is, on the facts, realistic and 

sustainable (including financially). The representors have a heavy evidential 

burden in a case where there is already a Scheme proposing a suitable use 

which is realistic and sustainable, because part of showing that their 

proposed use is “more suitable” is showing that it is at least as realistic and 

sustainable as the proposal on the table. 
  

- If the Committee considers the proposed use to be suitable in principle, it is 
still possible that it might be unsuitable in the particular circumstances of this 
building, because of its location or other factors relating to the impact of the 
use. These could include the potential safety issues as raised in the 
representations. 
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Legal issue  
 
66. The proposals of the draft scheme have in view both a church and a parish hall, 

which is charity property which vests in the DBF under the provisions to the 
Parochial Church Councils (Powers) Measure 1956 (and would need to be disposed 
of outside the terms of the scheme). This complicates matters. With respect to the 
view expressed by Mr Griffiths and Mr Fletcher (that the requirements of the 
Charities Act 2011 do not necessarily mean that the highest bid must be accepted 
for the St Jude’s church hall site), the Deputy Official Solicitor advises that although 
the trustees would need to take their own legal advice, as a general rule PCCs may 
be able to sell land at less than full value but it is for trustees to form a view what 
course of action is in the best interests of the charity. The social and ecumenical 
aspects of a PCC’s objects would, in principle, mean that it could sell or develop 
land at an undervalue to meet local community need or to further ecumenical co-
operation, provided that the land was not held on trust for purposes which precluded 
it being used in this way. If furthering the social or ecumenical aspects of the PCC’s 
objects is (or forms part of) the charity’s intention in disposing of the land, the best 
terms that can reasonably be obtained for the charity on the sale might be less than 
the highest price that could reasonably be obtained in an open market sale. This is 
a decision which the trustees must reach and trustees might decide, as here, that 
the best terms that can reasonably be obtained for the charity are met by achieving 
the highest price on offer. 
 

Issues for the Committee 
 
67. The Committee will consider the particular matters raised in the representations, 

taking into account what weight to give to the evidence which is before it. The main 
questions which they will consider in reaching a decision are:   

 
- Is the draft scheme lawful and within scope of the Mission and Pastoral 

Measure 2011 (as amended). In particular, is the draft scheme proposed for 
a proper purpose taking account both the initiation and development of these 
proposals?   

 
- In carrying out its functions, did the diocesan mission and pastoral committee 

have regard to (amongst other things) the financial implications of the draft 
scheme for the diocese and the Church of England as a whole, and the 
traditions, needs and characteristics of particular parishes? 

 
-  Is St Jude’s church not required as a parish church or chapel of ease; and if 

so, is the proposed use of the St Jude’s church building by Tiny Toes nursery 
a suitable one? 

 
- Has the consultation process met the requirements of the Measure and been 

fair?   
 
- Would the draft scheme further the mission of the Church of England in the 

part of the diocese in question?   
 
- Would the draft scheme make better provision for the cure of souls in the 

diocese? 
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Recommendation 
 
68. The Committee is invited to consider the representations and the issues set out   

in this report and, in the light of these, whether or not the draft Scheme should 
proceed. 

 
 
 
       Rex Andrew 
Church House 
Great Smith Street 
London SW1P 3AZ 
 
 
4 November 2022 
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SUMMARY OF MAIN PROVISIONS OF DRAFT SCHEME (NOT PART OF THE 
DRAFT SCHEME) 

This draft Scheme provides for the church of St Jude, Southampton, being a 
chapel of ease in the parish of Maybush in the diocese of Winchester, to be 
declared closed for regular public worship and appropriated to use as a 
children’s nursery and pre-school and/or office and/or light industrial use, and for 
purposes ancillary thereto.  

Further details of the background to these proposals are set out in the 
accompanying explanatory notes.   

DRAFT 

PASTORAL CHURCH BUILDINGS SCHEME 

This Scheme is made by the Church Commissioners ("the Commissioners") 
this    day of                20   in pursuance of the Mission and Pastoral Measure 2011, 
the Right Reverend Deborah, Bishop of Southampton, duly appointed in that behalf 
pursuant to section 13 of the Dioceses, Pastoral and Mission Measure 2007, having 
consented thereto. 

PART I 

Declaration of closure for regular public worship 
1. The church of Saint Jude, Southampton (“the building”), being a chapel of
ease in the parish of Maybush in the diocese of Winchester, shall be declared closed
for regular public worship by this Scheme.

PART II 

Future of the building 
2. The building shown hatched on the annexed plan shall be appropriated to use
as a children’s nursery and pre-school and/or office and/or light industrial use and for
purposes ancillary thereto subject to the Existing Matters specified in Schedule 1.

Disposal 
3. The Commissioners are hereby empowered to sell the building for any or all
of the said uses subject to the Existing Matters specified in Schedule 1.

Contents 
4. The contents of the building shall be disposed of as the Bishop shall direct.

PART III 

Coming into operation of this Scheme
5. (1) Parts I and II of this Scheme shall not come into operation until such
date or dates as the Commissioners shall determine following the making of this

Annex A
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Scheme and different provisions of the Scheme may be brought into operation on 
different dates and the Commissioners shall not be obliged to bring parts I and II of 
this Scheme or any clauses thereof into operation until such time as they are 
satisfied that the condition specified in Schedule 2 has been complied with but may 
do so if they so determine. 

(2) Part III of this Scheme shall come into operation upon the date on
which it is made by the Commissioners. 

Schedule 1: Existing Matters 

The rights, reservations covenants and stipulations contained or referred to in a 
conveyance dated the 13th day of June 1939 between Catherine Anne Denness of 
the first part the Parochial Church Council of the parish of Shirley of the second part 
and the Winchester Diocesan Board of Finance of the third part in so far as the same 
still subsisting and are capable of taking effect.    

Schedule 2: Condition 

(i) That Planning Permission has been obtained for the proposed use.

In witness of which this Scheme has been duly executed as a deed by the 
Church Commissioners. 

SIGNED by the Right Reverend Deborah, ) 
) 

Bishop of Southampton. ) 

Executed as a Deed by the Church Commissioners for England 
acting by two authorised signatories: 

------------------------------------------------- 
Signature of Authorised Signatory 

------------------------------------------------- 
Signature of Authorised Signatory 
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EXPLANATORY NOTE 
 

MISSION AND PASTORAL MEASURE 2011 
DRAFT PASTORAL CHURCH BUILDINGS SCHEME 

SOUTHAMPTON ST JUDE 
DIOCESE OF WINCHESTER 

 
This note accompanies a draft scheme under the Mission and Pastoral Measure 
2011 which makes provision for the future of a church building, The Church 
Commissioners provide this information so that interested parties can understand the 
background to the proposals, make a reasoned judgement on the merits of the draft 
scheme and, if they see fit, a reasoned expression of support or objection to it. 
 
The Current Proposals 
 
The draft scheme, which this note accompanies, contains provisions for the present        
church building of Southampton St Jude to be closed for regular public worship and 
to be sold, together with the surrounding curtilage and church hall, for use as a 
children’s nursery and pre-school and/or for office and/or light industrial use (which 
fall within the same Use Class under Town and Country Planning legislation). 
 
Please note that only the proposed closure and disposal of St Jude’s church building 
are subject to the provisions of the Mission and Pastoral Measure and this 
consultation. The surrounding curtilage and hall site are held by the Diocese of 
Winchester on separate trusts. 
 
Background and Diocesan Rationale 
 
The church of St Jude became a chapel of ease in 2014 when its parish united with 
St Peter’s, Maybush as a result of the worshipping community at St Jude’s dwindling 
to single figures. In addition to the parish church of St Peter’s, the parish also 
contains the church of All Saints, both of which have church halls. Therefore, the 
church of St Jude and its church hall are considered to be no longer required. The 
future of the church has been under discussion for some years and has been used 
on a temporary basis for worship by other denominations.  
 
The building was placed on the market in 2020. The Diocese has recommended to 
the Commissioners that in the event of the church’s closure, the building should be 
sold to Tiny Toes Day Nursery for use as a children’s nursery and pre-school.  
 
The Building 
 
St Jude’s is located in a suburban area to the north-west of Southampton city centre 
at the northern edge of Shirley. It stands in a residential street (Warren Avenue), 
located just to the west of Southampton General Hospital on a site with a church hall 
to the rear. It was built in 1955 to designs by Gutteridge and Gutteridge of 
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Southampton. It is constructed of brick with tile roofs and consists of an aisled nave, 
chancel, vestry, ancillary rooms, and a south porch and tower. 
 
It is neither listed nor situated in a conservation area. There are no burials in the 
church or surrounding land. 
 
The Views of the Statutory Advisory Committee 
 
The views of the Commissioners statutory advisors, The Statutory Advisory 
Committee of the Church Buildings Council consider the building to be of low to 
moderate significance and that it should be preserved by conversion to a suitable 
new use. They welcomed the proposed use as a children’s nursery. 
 
Planning 
 
Planning permission will be required to authorise the change of use from Use Class 
F1(f), which includes places of worship to Use Class E(f) (Commercial, Business and 
Services) which use as a Children’s nursery now falls under. The proposed use will 
not involve the making of architectural or structural changes to the building. 
 
Making the Draft Scheme 
 
Banns of marriage may not be called nor marriages solemnized in the old church 
building from the date of closure.  
 
Before they bring Part II of the Scheme into effect, the Commissioners will need to 
be satisfied that planning permission has been obtained for the proposed new use.  
 
Correspondence   
 
Further information on the proposed closure and for the proposed sale of the church 
building for nursery use can be obtained from the Closed Churches  Case Officer, 
Adrian Browning by e-mail at adrian.browning@churchofengland.org  or by 
telephone at 01722 438664 . 
 
Representations against or in support of the draft Scheme 
 
Anyone may make a representation for or against any provision of the draft Scheme.  
 
Representations must be made in writing or, preferably, by e-mail and should be 
sent to: 
 
  Rex Andrew 
  Pastoral Division, Church Commissioners 
  Church House 
  Great Smith Street 
  London SW1P 3AZ 
  
or by e-mail to: rex.andrew@churchofengland.org  
 
Any communication received after 2 May 2022 cannot be treated as a 
representation.  
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If we receive representations against the draft Scheme, we will send all 
representations, both for and against, to the Bishop, whose view will be sought. 
Individual representors will then receive copies of our correspondence with the 
Bishop (including copies of all the representations) and they may comment further in 
writing to us in light of the diocesan response if they so wish. 
 
If no representations against the Scheme are received and all the other consents to 
achieve the new place of worship are in place, the Commissioners shall make the 
Scheme and bring it into effect as provided for in the scheme. 
 
Information on the Mission and Pastoral Measure 2011 and its procedures can be 
found on the Church Commissioners’ web-site at www.ccpastoral.org where there 
are also links to download copies of these notes and the draft scheme. 
 
 
 
A M G Browning 
March 2022 
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Benefice of Maybush and Southampton St Jude; 

and Parish of Maybush. 

St Jude's chapel of ease - proposed to be declared 

closed for regular public worship and sold for 
children's day nursery/light industrial uses. 

Parish churches -
St Peter 
All Saints 

fill Parsonage house 

-

GO 17.05.22 F49_Maybush.wor 

1±] Southampton General Hospital 

Annex B



PARISH INFORMATION FORM
It is important that the information provided on this form is accurate as the Church Commissioners may rely on such information in their consideration 

of representations and their decision could be open to legal challenge if any facts upon which they have relied are found to be incorrect. 

Please email the completed form(s) to: pastoral@churchofengland.org   

BENEFICE 
 

Maybush and Southampton, St Jude 
 Incumbent/Priest-in-Charge 

(Date of institution/licensing) 
Revd Jane Bakker 15 April 2019 

Patron(s) Bishop of Winchester
Parsonage house (address) Maybush Vicarage, Sedbergh Road, Southampton, SO16 9HJ 
PARISH Maybush and Southampton, St Jude 
Population of parish 
(adults & children) 
(Please state how computed) 

27,583 (diocesan figures, 2018) 

Churches and sittings 
(See Note 1 overleaf) 
Date built (approx.) 

St Peter’s, Maybush (Parish 
Church) 

All Saints’ Redbridge (chapel of 
ease) 

Church services and 
numbers attending 
(See Note 2 overleaf) 

Example: 

1st Sunday 
10.00am 
Holy Communion 
Common Worship A 
(30) 

Sundays 

St Peter’s 
10am 
Holy Communion 
Common Worship 
15-25

Sundays 

All Saints’ 
11.30am 
All age worship 
20-40

Electoral roll (for the last five 
years – the most recent first) 
 

43 (2021) 41 (2020) 37 (2019) 31 (2018) 72 (2017) 

Staff/lay assistance 
(e.g. curates, lay readers, NSMs 
etc.) 

Priest in Charge 
SSM part time curate 

Churchmanship and 
characteristics of that 
churchmanship 

The churches here have been Anglo-Catholic in recent years. 
Now, they are quite central. Open, inclusive.  

If there is more than one 
church in the parish please 
indicate any difference in the 
churchmanship in the 
individual churches 

Please indicate whether there 
is a PCC Resolution under 
Paragraph 20 of the House of 
Bishops’ Declaration on the 
Ministry of Bishops and 
Priests (if so, please explain 
the exact nature of the 
alternative arrangements 
made, and the reasons for 
requesting the same). 

YES NO NOT VOTED 

Declaration on the Ministry of Bishops and Priests 

Parochial church 
organisations and number 
of regular attenders 
Other parochial and/or 
community buildings 

All Saints’ Church hall. 
St Peter’s Church hall. 

Please indicate if any 
building is not primarily 
for church use 

Other denominations 
 

Millbrook Christian Centre, Colne Avenue Baptist Church 
 Sociological make-up of 

parish (e.g. rural, industrial, 
residential etc.) 

Outer urban estate. A lot of social housing. 

Shopping and other local 
facilities (e.g. Post Office, 
General Store, Doctor, Dentist, 
Police Station, Pubs, Clubs, other 
recreational centres) 

Post Office, several convenience stores, pubs, fast food outlets, 
takeaways, various independent shops, vape shop, fire station, police 
station (not open to the public) 3 doctor surgeries, funeral director (2), 
boxing club, Sure Start centre, community centre.  

P100
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Bus services (please give brief 
details of any daily bus service 
around the parish and/or to the 
nearest town/village centre and 
their relevance in enabling 
attendance at church services) 

Good bus links to the hospital, to Shirley (local shopping district), the 
City Centre and to the East of the city.  

 

POPULATION 
1 Is the population increasing or decreasing and, if so, to 

what extent and over what period? (In case of doubt 
about population figures, the local authority may be able 
to help.) 

Fairly static population with slight increase. 

2 How is the population distributed (e.g. in one or more 
centres, or dispersed over the parish)? 

Dispersed across the parish. 

PAROCHIAL LIFE ETC. 
3 Approximately how many of those on the church electoral 

roll live outside the parish? 
6 

4 To what extent does the congregation come from outside 
the parish? 

Hardly at all 

5 Does the congregation increase significantly during the 
holiday season? If so, please give details. 

No 

6 Do a significant number of parishioners attend other 
Anglican churches in the area? If so, give details (eg for 
reasons of convenience or because the same 
congregation attends different churches in rotation). 

No 

7 Has any other denomination a strong following in the 
parish? If so, please give brief details. 

Millbrook Christian Centre (Pentecostal) are 
largely a gathered community from across the 
city.  
Colne Avenue Baptist Church are more local. 

CHURCH SCHOOLS 
8 Is there a church school? If so, please state name and 

type. 
No 

9 Approximately how many pupils are there? 
10 From which area are they drawn? 
11 Are the school buildings available for parochial purposes? 

If so, please give details. 
12 Please also state name and type of other schools in the 

area. 

MISCELLANEOUS 
13 What is the parish share, and to what extent does the 

PCC meet the working expenses of the clergy or lay 
workers? 

Parish Share £15,855 with Special 
Consideration reduction of £12,855 
Leaving revised share of £3000 

14 Please indicate what, if any, trust funds are available to 
the parish and for what purposes. 

We have the proceeds of a house sale held in 
a permanent endowment. We are unable to 
access the capital but the interest provides 
income for the PCC.  

ARE THERE ANY OTHER FACTUAL POINTS WHICH WOULD ENABLE THE CHURCH 
COMMISSIONERS TO UNDERSTAND THE CHARACTER OF THE PARISH BETTER ? 

PLEASE: (i) INDICATE THE LEVEL OF SUPPORT, OR OTHERWISE, OF THE PCC FOR THE 
PROPOSALS/DRAFT SCHEME (OR ORDER); AND/OR 

(ii) PLEASE SHOW THE VOTING FIGURES (IF A VOTE WAS TAKEN)
For Against Abstentions 

On the local formal consultations: Unanimous None None 
On the published draft Scheme: Unanimous None None 

Completed by Revd Jane Bakker, Priest in Charge Date 16th May, 2022…………………………….. 
Note 1: 

Note 2: 

Please describe by dedication etc. and state whether the building is a parish church, chapel of ease or other 
place of worship (eg mission hall etc.) 

Please state (1) the frequency of church services, (2) the time, (3) the type and/or name of the service (e.g. Holy 
Communion, Sung Eucharist, Morning Prayer etc.), (4) the service book used and (5) the average congregation
for each service. C2
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Exterior view from the south. 
Parish:  
Southampton 

Dedication: 
St Jude 

Diocese: 
Winchester 

County: 
Hampshire 

Benefice & Archdeaconry: 
[No archdeaconry recorded on ACNY] 

Local Authority:   
Southampton City Council 

Address: 
St Jude, Warren Ave., Southampton, Hampshire, SO16 
6AG 

NGR: Listing: 
UL 

Other designations (CA, SAM, SSSI, SINC, TPO etc.):  None 
Local population: Indices of Multiple Deprivation Rank: 

11,191 out of 12,660 [CUF] 

Key message from the 
Church Buildings 
Council  

The church has not held services nor had its own congregation since April 
2014. The church has good resources, with large worship space, a kitchen, 
storage rooms, WCs and other facilities. There is, however, little or no 
prospect of the building being returned to worship use, and the 
congregation has moved to other nearby churches. 

Church Buildings Report PM 2371 
Southampton, St Jude  

PART 1 : Summary 
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Ground plan, form and 
constituent parts:  

S porch, S tower, aisled nave, chancel, S vestry and other associated rooms, 
WCs (all assuming a liturgical orientation due E; the church is in fact 
aligned with the chancel to the WSW) 

Other buildings or pieces 
of land 

None. 

Building materials:  Exterior: brick with tile roofs. Interior: Walls: plastered and painted; steel 
stanchions supporting roof; Roofs: painted timber; Floors: carpet, bricks 
laid decoratively, timber tiles. 

State of repair based on 
latest Quinquennial 
Inspection Report 

Report by: Michael R. Weakley 
Date: September 2011 
Summary: Mostly in good condition with some cracks in brickwork, 
graffiti, flaking paint, some water penetration visible to windows, cracks in 
mullions, one broken pane, some lead theft of flashings but roofs otherwise 
in acceptable condition, some staining from previous leaks, poor heating 
system. 

Heritage at Risk 
Register: 

No 

Additional site visit notes The interior is in a somewhat tatty condition but overall the condition 
looks acceptable. 

Energy use / services / 
WCs / access 

Electricity, gas, water, WCs, and mains drainage. 

Evidence of burials 
within church 

None. 

Brief summary of history:  
The original church on this site opened in March 1880 – but of temporary construction. The present 
building was constructed in 1955 to a design by architects Gutteridge & Gutteridge of Southampton. This 
firm changed its name to Gutteridges in the 1980s but the office closed in the late 1990s and no longer 
exists. Most of the furnishings date from this period. 
Assessment of significance:  
Low-Moderate. The church has a good interior with a large clerestorey and relatively short aisles, creating 
an unusual, ‘top-heavy’ composition. The variety of textures in brick, plaster and steel also contribute to the 
interest of the interior and accentuate its simple, clear design. It contains many furnishings designed for 
the church, some of good quality. The exterior is of lower significance, with plain lancet windows and a 
simple plan. Although not the most dramatic example of its time, the church is a good example of 
contemporary trends in architecture. 
Assessment of sustainability and potential for change:  
A declining congregation (reaching 4-5) and financial pressures led to the effective closure of this church in 
April 2014, since when it has not held a service nor had a congregation. Previous members of the 
congregation have joined other nearby churches. It is unlikely to be sustainable as an open parish church 
and has high potential for change. 
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PART 2 : Detailed assessment and significance 
L, M & H refer to Low, Moderate & High significance 

GENERAL DESCRIPTION 

The following description of the building refers to liturgical orientation (although the 
chancel is actually aligned WSW). 

The exterior is built from a yellowish brick in stretcher bond, with some rendered surfaces. 

The S porch is a simple structure with pitched roof and square-headed doorway with 
modern timber door. There are small rectangular windows to E and W. 

The tall S tower has a tall, narrow recess in the S face and a large cross to the W. The bell 
openings are simple rectangles; two to the E and W and three to the N and S. The roof has a 
cornice. 

The large nave has a highly visible W window of three very tall lights with blind panels 
above and below, and with stepped boundaries between panes. The roof has a heavy, 
pitched cornice. It has a side elevation of six bays, four containing a lancets with triangular 
head, and one containing a hexagonal window to the E. 

Exterior 
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The aisles have coupled square windows in each bay but no other divisions. 

The chancel has a coupled window to the N and S, and no E window. The vestry, WCs and 
other associated buildings to the E of the church have small rectangular windows. 
Summary of significance / any potential issues 
The church has a relatively plain, austere exterior with few architectural features. The only 
elevation of note is the W front, with its three large lancets. 

L 

The nave bays are separated by vertical steel stanchions which rise to a horizontal beam, 
creating a grid-like interior. Each bay has a single lancet window in the clerestorey with a 
blind panel beneath. The aisle bays (where the brickwork is unplastered and unpainted) each 
contain coupled square windows. The ceiling is stepped with three plains to either side of the 
ridge, apart from the E and W ends where it comprises tiles laid diagonally.  The W window is 
made up of three lancets that rise to the ceiling line. One notable architectural feature is the 
organ gallery above the S entrance, a shallow bow with a screen divided into a grid with 
crosses in alternate cells. 

The chancel is set behind a triangular arch, creating a theatrical ‘proscenium’ effect. There is 
no E window, so the E wall of the church is a large plain expanse (currently painted a light 
blue). There are N and S lancet windows at clerestorey level. There are steps up to the chancel 
and altar. 

The vestry and other rooms (WCs, storage, etc) are all plain in execution with plastered and 
painted walls, rectangular windows, and plain doors set in rectangular-headed doorways. 

Interior 

Summary of significance / any potential issues 
The church interior is of low - moderate significance for its rigidly geometrical use of steel 
stanchions and tall lancets. It includes some good ‘set pieces’, including the chancel arch; 
organ gallery above the S entrance; and W wall, with its tall three-light window. 

L-M
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FURNISHINGS AND FITTINGS 
Altar Plain timber panelled altar 

Very plain pedestal table with alterations 
L 
L 

Pulpit Two built in pulpits (one presumably a built-in lectern), 
elegantly executed with a series of vertical panels and well-suited 
to the church 

M 

Lectern Relatively plain Gothic lectern (presumably from earlier church) L 

Font Unusual cylindrical font, evidently made for the church, with 
shallow grooves like fluting on a classical column. 

M 

Reredos: None None 
Seating: • One X-framed priests’ chairs (presumably from earlier

church): ‘Presented by St Michaels Church, 1955’

• Modern chairs

• Choirstall benches, ensuite with pulpit

• Pewfronts (possible from previous church)

L 

L 
L-M

L

Communion rails: Simple turned balusters L 
Bells:  One bell (no further details available) 
Organ: Bevington & Sons of London, undated but reported to be at least 

100 years old. The organ is freestanding, not in the organ gallery. 
M 

Monuments: • None
War memorials: None 
Stained glass: Sanctuary, N side: lancet window with full length figure of the 

Virgin Mary holding lilies, c1969, maker unknown; a good 
quality piece, partly in painted glass and partly in Hartley Wood 
‘streaky glass’. 

Aisle, N and S: a set of fourteen stained glass scenes depicting 
the Life of Christ, of varying dates but almost certainly all by 
Michael Farrar-Bell (1911-93), four bearing his signature 
monogram and dates between 1974(?) or 1976 and 1980 but 
some others possibly later. Farrar-Bell ran the long-established 
firm of Clayton and Bell, which ceased trading after his death. 
Plaques beneath three windows to: 

• Walter Brewer, d. 1968

• Victor and Gwendoline Budd

• Freda and Alfred Garney, d. 1983 and 1982

L-M

M 

Communion plate: • All plate seen modern L 

Registers: Baptisms (1965-88; 1988- ); Marriages (1973- ); Confirmations 
(1952- ) 

Miscellanea: • Candle sticks – to Harry T. Hampton

• Modern desk, possibly 1950s

• Much other modern furniture

• Relief sculpture above S door depicting Christus Rex, artist
unknown

L 
L 
L 

L-M

Summary of significance / any potential issues 
The most important furnishings are those designed for the church at its construction – 
notably the font and pulpits – and the sequence of stained glass windows by M C Farrar-Bell. 
Otherwise there are few pieces of quality. 

L-M

LOCATION AND SETTING 
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Geographic location St Jude is located in a suburban area to the NW of the centre 
of Southampton, at the northern edge of Shirley and just to 
the west of Southampton General Hospital. The area is 
loosely bounded by the A3057 to the west and the A35 to the 
SE. The church is located on the west side of Warren Avenue, 
which proceeds north off the A35. The immediate 
surroundings are also bounded by Holly Brook to the S and 
Tanner’s Brook to the W and N. 

Townscape or landscape 
setting / context 

The church is located on a residential street of semi-detached 
interwar houses of a traditional type with bay windows and 
small front gardens, and, apart from being set back on the 
road, is not distinguished from the street as a whole. The area 
is entirely residential with the exception of the hospital, not 
visible, just to the E. 

L 

Churchyard The churchyard is a small tarmacked area to the front of the 
church, and an access path down either side. There is a small 
grassy patch to the N with young trees. It is separated from 
the road by a metal fence on a low wall. 

L 

Access/egress to site The church is accessed via the W, with metal gates providing 
an entrance for vehicles and pedestrians from the road. 

Parking on/off site, street Parking is available on site. 
Identified risk of 
flooding 

None (Environment Agency) 

Summary of significance / any potential issues 
The church’s setting is of low significance. 

L 

ARCHAEOLOGLY, ECOLOGY AND HISTORY 
Archaeology The site has low archaeological potential. L 
Archaeological 
implications of 
alternative use  
(church/churchyard/site
) and human remains 
considerations 

There are no burials in the churchyard. L 

More detailed history 
incl. historical 
associations, people & 
events 

From the 1880's North Atlantic trade stimulated 
Southampton’s economy and in 1907 White Star transatlantic 
liners moved to Southampton. New docks for ships were built 
in the years 1890-1911. In 1919 Cunard made Southampton 
the terminus of their New York service. In 1919 the first motor 
buses appeared in Southampton. The population continued to 

M 
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grow throughout the first half of the century and this created 
the need for new churches. The first church on the site was 
built in March 1880. 

After the war Southampton was left with a severe housing 
shortage and from the mid 1950's a huge program of council 
housing began on the eastern and western outskirts of the 
town. at Millbrook, Thornhill and Harefield. Also at this time 
many slums were demolished in parts of Chapel Northam, 
Chapel, Shirley and Bitterne. More council houses were built 
in the 1960's. As well as more houses at Thornhill a new 
estate was built at Townhill. Slum redevelopment continued 
in Northam. Southampton council also had the task of 
replacing the prefabs erected in the late 1940's and early 
1950's with permanent houses. 

Southampton remained the foremost passenger port in 
Britain in the 1950's and 1960's. In 1962 over half a million 
passengers passed through the port as did 4% of the cargoes 
imported into Britain. Imports included fruit and vegetables, 
meat and dairy produce, wine, grain, timber, wool and cars. 
In the 1950's and 1960's shipbuilding and heavy engineering 
continued in the Old Docks and along both banks of the 
Itchen but some light industry came to Southampton 
including firms in the new Millbrook Industrial estate.  

This may have given the spur for finally refurbishing the old 
church of St Jude’s. The present Church was constructed in 
1955 to a design by architects Gutteridge & Gutteridge 
Southampton. This firm changed its name to Gutteridges in 
the 1980s but the office closed in the late 1990s and no longer 
exists. They were responsible for other public buildings in 
Southampton such as the Hartley Library and Connaught 
Halls at the University of Southampton. 

Ecology incl. 
designations, protected 
species, TPO etc. 

No known preservation orders. L 

Summary of significance / any potential issues 
The archaeological potential of the site is low but the church building reflects the social 
changes of the area and particularly Southampton’s difficult post-war transition. 

L-M

PLANNING AND AMENITY ISSUES 

Local plan The city of Southampton Local Plan provides the framework for all 
development in the city to 2026. The Local Plan is a collection of adopted 
plans. These consist of the Core Strategy (adopted 2010), ‘saved’ policies 
in the Local Plan Review (amended 2010) and the Minerals and Waste 
Plan (adopted 2013). There are also supplementary planning documents 
with more detailed policies. 

More information can be found here: 
http://www.southampton.gov.uk/planning/planning-policy/

OTHER CHURCHES NEARBY 
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St James, Shirley, has two regular Sunday services, one traditional, one more relaxed in style. It is 
located about a mile to the southeast. 

Lord’s Hill Church, Lord’s Hill, features a range of alternative services includes Deaf Church and 
Messy Church. It is an Ecumenical Church, embracing the Baptist, Church of England, Methodist and 
United Reformed Churches. It is located about a mile north of St Jude’s. 

RECORDS AND REFERENCES 

• QIR

• Church Plans Online (www.churchplansonline.org)

• Copeland Borough Council www.copeland.gov.uk

• Environment Agency flood maps (www.environment-agency.gov.uk/homeandleisure/37837.aspx)

• George Dawson’s National Bell Register (http://georgedawson.homestead.com/)

• Heritage Gateway (www.heritagegateway.org.uk)

• National Heritage List for England (http://list.english-heritage.org.uk)

• http://www.localhistories.org/southampton.html

The Council’s advice is not binding on the DAC or Chancellor and any changes would be subject to the 
granting of a faculty and consultation.  

Compiled by Gabriel Byng 17th February 2015 after a visit to the site on 11th February 2015; 
revised by Guy Braithwaite, 31 January 2022, (to clarify the orientation of the building in 
parts 1 and 2, and to provide further information on the furnishings, in particular the 
stained glass, and adjust their significance ratings, in part 2). 

In the event of closure Part 3 (Statutory Advisory Committee advice on change) will be attached. 
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IMAGE SHEET 
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PART 3 : Statutory Advisory Committee advice 
on change 

NB the church has an unorthodox orientation in which the chancel is aligned 
geographic WSW. This was presumably chosen so that the congregational entrances 
were conveniently placed near the street and so that the chancel would be less affected 
by traffic noise. The following advice refers to liturgical orientation or geographical 
orientation as appropriate. 

CHANGE TO THE CHURCHYARD AND CURTILAGE 
Constraints: 

• site planning, including the nature of the neighbouring properties, with houses and private
gardens to the geographical N, S and SW, and the church hall and its curtilage in a landlocked site
immediately (geographical) W of the chancel;

• separate demise of church hall and vicarage to (geographical) W of church, though presumably
diocesan/parish-owned.

Access: 
Scope for change, potential impact and possible mitigation: 

• -

Development: 
Scope for change, potential impact and possible mitigation: 

• the church occupies about half the site, so there is very limited scope for development in the
curtilage; the largest area is between the W front and Warren Avenue but a separate building
would undermine the street presence of the church building;

• were the site to be combined with that of the church hall, there would be scope for a link building
between church and hall or for redeveloping the hall in such a way as to integrate it better with the
church.

CHANGE TO THE EXTERIOR (ADDITION / ALTERATION) 
Constraints: 

• existing site planning;

• ecclesiastical form, massing and profile of the building;

• architectural interest of the building (albeit minor);

• visibility in the streetscape;

• materials and construction of the building;

• significance of the Christus Rex sculpture.

Scope for change, potential impact and possible mitigation: 

• some scope for alteration to the exterior facades, though the liturgical W front would best be left
alone in order to maintain its architectural impact and street presence;

• some scope for improving physical access (which is otherwise good) by ramping the approach to
the vestry door;

• some scope for extension, most promisingly at the geographical W end of the building, ie beyond
the chancel, but this would best be devised in conjunction with the church hall site (see above);

• scope for solar PV generation on the S slope of the roof;

• scope for relocation of the Christus Rex sculpture, if its retention is not compatible with the new
use of the building.
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CHANGE TO THE INTERIOR (SUB-DIVISION / UNIFIED FLOORS  etc.) 
Constraints: 

• existing planning and spatial qualities of the interior, providing views of the length and height of
the worship space and across it;

• architectural interest of the building, in particular the chancel ceiling and the bow-fronted organ
gallery and screen over the liturgical S doors.

Scope for change, potential impact and possible mitigation: 

• scope for subdivision: a mezzanine could be inserted at the level of the passage aisle ceilings in
some of the nave bays;

• any change to the interior would preferably retain some full height space, especially at the
liturgical E end, and would find a suitable use for the organ gallery with its distinctive screen.

CHANGE TO THE CONTENTS (REMOVAL / RELOCATION) 
Constraints: 

• significance of certain items to the parish;

• particular significance of individual objects, notably the bell, the Christus Rex sculpture, the
matching pulpit and reader’s desk, the stone font, the Bevington organ and the sequence of
fourteen stained glass windows depicting the Life of Christ (four bearing the signature monogram
of M C Farrar-Bell and almost certainly all by him).

Scope for change, potential impact and possible mitigation: 

• scope for transfer of items to other churches in the parish or benefice, should they wish to have
them;

• given their historic and architectural relationship to the building, it would be preferable for the
bell, the Christus Rex sculpture, the pulpit and reader’s desk and stone font to remain in the
building; NB the choirstalls and pewfronts appear to be ensuite with the pulpit and could stay
also; items remaining in situ should be subject to a suitable covenant for their proper protection
(and for the bell, appropriate restoration and maintenance of the mechanism in working order); if
they are not compatible with the new use, then they should be disposed of for use in other
churches via the established specialist channels for church furnishings;

• given their historic and architectural relationship to the building, it would be preferable for the
stained glass windows to remain in situ along with any plaques recording their respective
donations, with a suitable covenant for their proper protection (including the periodic
maintenance and renewal of the external protection in line with Churchcare guidance); if they are
not compatible with the new use, then they should be disposed of, ideally as a set, through the
established specialist channels;

• unless the new owner wishes to use and maintain it, the organ should be relocated through the
established specialist channels as soon as possible and, in any event, before the disposal of the
church takes place;

• scope for disposal of the remainder by relocation to other churches via the established channels
for church furnishings; NB the sculptural pieces (a kneeling figure and Our Lady of Walsingham)
and the console brackets were not assessed at Church Buildings Report stage but they may be of
some significance.
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PROVISIONAL CONCLUSIONS: 

St Jude’s is a postwar steel-framed church in the Gothic Revival tradition. Its architectural interest is 
modest but the liturgical west window and flanking belltower give it some streetscape presence and the 
worship space is lent interest by the striking chancel ceiling and the bowfronted organ loft. It is of low to 
moderate significance overall. It merits preservation by conversion to a suitable new use that will protect 
its character and interest. 

The building would lend itself to a variety of alternative uses. These may be best considered in tandem 
with the church hall which shares the site. A public or communal use compatible with that of the church 
hall would have the benefit of the established use and onsite parking. Such a use could treat the interior 
as a single space or at least retain a large full-height area, thereby better preserving its architectural 
interest and communal significance as a place of assembly and enabling the best of the furnishings to 
remain in situ. Other uses, including educational, daycare, health-related, office or studio are feasible as 
well. The present proposal for nursery use is welcome. 

A new use is likely to entail change. This should be the minimum necessary to bring about a sustainable 
future. There is scope for an extension, though that would best be considered in conjunction with the 
church hall at the back of the site. The façade to the street is probably best left as it is. There are no 
burials and the archaeological potential is low. 

The interior is a simple auditorium with passage aisles, with good natural light from the clerestory. 
Subdivision could be achieved successfully with a mezzanine. This would benefit from stopping short of 
the west window and leaving some of the eastern bays full-height. 

Any alterations or extension should be of good-quality contextual design and respond to the existing 
forms of the building. The architecture is robust and could accommodate fairly bold interventions. Any 
new use should provide for an adequate maintenance and inspection regime. 

Some of the interest lies in the furnishings. There are a few items of particular significance among the 
liturgical elements – notably the Christus Rex sculpture, the pulpit and reader’s desk, the font and the 
stained glass, the latter warranting some further research to establish its significance. It would be 
preferable to see these retained in situ as they add to the architectural character. Any new owner should 
be alerted to the significance of those items agreed for retention in situ and encouraged to take advice on 
appropriate conservation care from suitable specialists via the Conservation Register. 

The church is not a candidate for LRV. Bearing in mind the significance identified by the CBC, the 
Committee recommends that preservation by conversion to a suitable new use is sought should the 
nursery proposal not go ahead. Although the church building is neither listed nor in a conservation area, 
the Committee recommends adaptive reuse rather than demolition and redevelopment. 
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For office use 

elements > 
aspects V 

Landscape/ 
townscape 

Churchyard Church Contents Overall 
High-
moderate-
low 

Statutory and non-
statutory 
designations/ 
planning 
considerations 

Low to 
Moderate 

Low Low to 
Moderate 

Low to 
moderate 

Low to 
Moderate 

Historic interest Low Low Low to 
moderate 

Low to 
Moderate 

Low to 
Moderate 

Archaeological 
interest/sensitivity 

Low Low Low Low Low 

Architectural / 
aesthetic quality 

Low to 
moderate 

Low Low to 
Moderate 

Low to 
moderate 

Low to 
Moderate 

Overall 
High-moderate-low 

Low Low Low to 
Moderate 

Low to 
moderate 

Low to 
Moderate 

Low 

Low to Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate to High 

High 

The information, for which the Committee gives no warranty, was (to the Committee’s knowledge and 
belief) correct as at the date given on the document and is based on secondary sources and personal 
observation only.  

The Committee’s advice as outlined in this document has been offered to the commissioning body 
[Church Commissioners or Churches Conservation Trust] and should not be taken to indicate that listed 
building consent and / or planning permission will be granted for the alterations discussed.  

Compiled by Guy Braithwaite, Church Buildings Officer 
Date 31 January 2022 
Updated - 
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Statutory Advisory Committee 
on closed and closing churches advising the Church Commissioners 

and the Churches Conservation Trust on behalf of the 

Church Buildings Council 

Cathedral and Church Buildings Division, Archbishops’ Council, 
Church House, Great Smith Street, London SW1P 3AZ 

Direct line: 020 7898 1864  guy.braithwaite@churchofengland.org 

www.churchcare.co.uk 

Adrian Browning 
Historic Buildings Specialist 
Pastoral and Closed Churches 
Church Commissioners 

By email: adrian.browning@churchofengland.org 

Dear Adrian 

Southampton, St Jude (Diocese of Winchester) 
Early Advice 

Thank you for your letter and attachments of 17 November 2022 requesting the Council’s 
early advice and information. This was considered by the Statutory Advisory Committee 
at its meeting on 20 January 2022. 

The Committee noted that Church Buildings Report PM2371 (parts 1 and 2) had been 
approved by the Church Buildings Council in March 2015 and submitted to the diocese. 
SAC acknowledged that the circumstances had changed since then and that the 
assessment of the scope for continued parochial use had been superseded but it 
considered the report to be a suitable basis for the Early Advice. The Committee agreed, 
however, that it should be revised to clarify the orientation of the building in parts 1 and 
2, and to provide further information on the furnishings, in particular the stained glass, 
and adjust their significance ratings, in part 2. Parts 1 and 2 of the report have been 
updated accordingly. 

The Committee endorsed part 3 of the enclosed Church Buildings report. This sets out 
the Early Advice, with the following provisional conclusions. 

St Jude’s is a postwar steel-framed church in the Gothic Revival tradition. Its 
architectural interest is modest but the liturgical west window and flanking belltower 
give it some streetscape presence and the worship space is lent interest by the striking 
chancel ceiling and the bowfronted organ loft. It is of low to moderate significance 
overall. It merits preservation by conversion to a suitable new use that will protect its 
character and interest. 

Guy Braithwaite 

Church Buildings Officer 

Your ref: RC41 

Our ref: CARE 41/321 

31 January 2022 

18 January 2018
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Statutory Advisory Committee 

The building would lend itself to a variety of alternative uses. These may be best 
considered in tandem with the church hall which shares the site. A public or communal 
use compatible with that of the church hall would have the benefit of the established use 
and onsite parking. Such a use could treat the interior as a single space or at least retain 
a large full-height area, thereby better preserving its architectural interest and 
communal significance as a place of assembly and enabling the best of the furnishings to 
remain in situ. Other uses, including educational, daycare, health-related, office or 
studio are feasible as well. The present proposal for nursery use is welcome. 

A new use is likely to entail change. This should be the minimum necessary to bring 
about a sustainable future. There is scope for an extension, though that would best be 
considered in conjunction with the church hall at the back of the site. The façade to the 
street is probably best left as it is. There are no burials and the archaeological potential is 
low. 

The interior is a simple auditorium with passage aisles, with good natural light from the 
clerestory. Subdivision could be achieved successfully with a mezzanine. This would 
benefit from stopping short of the west window and leaving some of the eastern bays 
full-height. 

Any alterations or extension should be of good-quality contextual design and respond to 
the existing forms of the building. The architecture is robust and could accommodate 
fairly bold interventions. Any new use should provide for an adequate maintenance and 
inspection regime. 

Some of the interest lies in the furnishings. There are a few items of particular 
significance among the liturgical elements – notably the Christus Rex sculpture, the 
pulpit and reader’s desk, the font and the stained glass, the latter warranting some 
further research to establish its significance. It would be preferable to see these retained 
in situ as they add to the architectural character. Any new owner should be alerted to the 
significance of those items agreed for retention in situ and encouraged to take advice on 
appropriate conservation care from suitable specialists via the Conservation Register. 

The church is not a candidate for LRV. Bearing in mind the significance identified by the 
CBC, the Committee recommends that preservation by conversion to a suitable new use 
is sought should the nursery proposal not go ahead. Although the church building is 
neither listed nor in a conservation area, the Committee recommends adaptive reuse 
rather than demolition and redevelopment. 

Until such time as the church’s future is secured and the premises transferred to a new 
owner, it is essential that maintenance work continues to be carried out as normal, 
whether by the PCC or the diocese. The building and its contents must be secured against 
break-in, theft and vandalism and monitored regularly during any use-seeking period. 
Visibly unused churches are vulnerable to lead theft and break-ins, whether by thieves, 
vandals or ‘urban explorers’. Regular monitoring is essential, especially given the fabric 
risk from undiscovered metal theft. Window protection should be maintained but 
boarding or other security measures which advertise closure should be avoided unless 
absolutely necessary. Wire mesh or polycarbonate guards are preferable. The police 
should be informed of closure. Vulnerable or high value contents should be transferred 
to a safe place off-site. 
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Statutory Advisory Committee 

Yours sincerely 

Guy Braithwaite 

Cc Jeremy Tipping, Closed Churches Team Manager 
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Statutory Advisory Committee 
on closed and closing churches advising the Church Commissioners 

and the Churches Conservation Trust on behalf of the 

Church Buildings Council 

Cathedral and Church Buildings Division, Church Commissioners for England, 
Church House, Great Smith Street, London SW1P 3AZ 

Direct line: 020 7898 1864  guy.braithwaite@churchofengland.org 

www.churchcare.co.uk 

Adrian Browning 
Historic Buildings Specialist 
Pastoral and Closed Churches 
Church Commissioners 

By email: adrian.browning@churchofengland.org 

Dear Adrian 

Southampton, St Jude Maybush (Diocese of Winchester) 
Advice on plans: proposed nursery 

Thank you for your letter and attachments of 7 April 2022 requesting the SAC’s advice 
on plans for the proposed conversion to a day nursery. This advice is given under the 
Committee’s delegated advice policy. I am sorry for the delay in replying. 

St Jude’s is a steel-framed church built in 1955. Although designed in a modern idiom, 
the planning is traditional and there are echoes of the Gothic Revival in the window 
shapes and chancel arch. Its architectural interest is modest but the liturgical west 
window and flanking belltower give it some streetscape presence and the worship space 
is lent interest by the bowfronted organ loft and the striking ceilings of the chancel and 
nave west bay. The church is of low to moderate significance overall but some of the 
furnishings, notably the stained glass, the organ, font and matching pulpit and lectern 
enclosure, merit a rating of moderate significance in their own right. Although the 
church building is neither listed nor in a conservation area, the SAC’s Early Advice, 
issued in January 2022, recommended preservation by conversion to a suitable 
alternative use bearing in mind its low to moderate significance. 

The proposal is for conversion to a day nursery. The changes are extensive, in line with 
the need for separate spaces for different age groups and for associated facilities 
including kitchen and laundry. The principle of nursery use is acceptable as long as it 
takes a sensitive approach to the church building. 

Churchyard/curtilage 

The present car park in front of the liturgical west front would be given over to a 
playground enclosed by fencing and hedging, somewhat reducing the streetscape 
prominence of the building. It is regrettable that no dedicated pedestrian access entrance 

Guy Braithwaite 

Church Buildings Officer 

Your ref: RC41/125 

Our ref: CARE 41/321 

15 August 2022 

18 January 2018
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Statutory Advisory Committee 
 
 
and path is provided and that the area allocated for vehicles to turn round is right in 
front of the main entrance. However, it is hard to see how a significantly better site 
layout could be achieved which served to enhance the streetward setting of the church as 
well as provide the playground and parking. 
 
Church building: exterior 
 
The liturgical west and part of the south facades are to be partially clad in fibre cement or 
timber effect cladding ‘to provide a more modern and welcoming appearance’ (Planning 
Design & Access Statement, para 5.16). This is a weak justification for something which 
goes against the aesthetic of the building. In the absence of any stated insulation value, it 
would seem an unnecessary change. As it is, the brickwork is clean and in good 
condition. A better intervention would be to clean the concrete frame of the west 
window. The drawings do not show the large (steel?) cross attached to the west face of 
the tower but the nursery signboard is shown in its place. It may be hard to find a home 
for but would ideally be made available for relocation to another church. 
 
There are a number of other alterations to the exterior: new door and window openings, 
several existing windows enlarged or dropped to provide additional external doors, one 
door blocked up and the porch at the base of the tower rebuilt. All of these are 
acceptable. The Christus Rex sculpture over the tower porch door should be carefully 
removed and made available for relocation to another church.  
 
Church building: Interior 
 
A new first floor would be inserted across the entire worship space accessed by a stair 
and lift on the (liturgical) south side of the nave. There is no section drawing but the 
floor is assumed to go in at aisle ceiling level. Both floors would be subdivided to provide 
three large rooms and a variety of offices and ancillary rooms at each level. The vestry 
block would become the kitchen and laundry. 
 
The proposed interior arrangement is utilitarian. The placement of partitions looks 
arbitrary, though it may be a response to the minimum floor area requirements per 
child. Room 3 in particular will be quite dark as there two rooflights and a glazed door. 
At first floor level, the baby room at the east end is to be L-shaped, with stores, WC and 
lobby in the angle of the L. This will have an unsatisfactory impact on the attractive 
ceiling, especially if the ancillary rooms have partitions rising all the way to the existing 
ceiling (there is no section drawing). Some rearrangement of the positions of stairwell 
and liftshaft could avoid this and create a better proportioned square room with a 
splendid ceiling. At the west end, the club room will have two WCs in the SW corner. 
This will have an unsatisfactory effect on the view of the window and the elegant ceiling 
in the west bay. Some replanning could avoid this. The organ chamber screen could be 
adapted to include a door rather than being removed altogether. 
 
Furnishings 
 
The proposals have nothing to say about the stained glass. Some of the window openings 
with pictorial glass are to be enlarged or opened up as doors, so presumably all the glass 
is to go. There would in any case be a risk of damage, given the nursery use, were it to 
stay. The glass – both the set of fourteen scenes depicting the Life of Christ by Michael 
Farrar-Bell and the St Mary in the sanctuary - should be relocated along with any 
plaques recording their respective donations, through the established specialist 
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channels. The Life of Christ panels would ideally stay together as a set. They may be hard 
to place but the uniform and relatively manageable size may make them suitable for a 
new church building or for display internally in a suitable setting. 
 
The other furnishings will need to be relocated as well. The organ by Bevington is a 
particular priority and should be offered straight away. 
 
Conclusion 
 
Overall, the proposed conversion represents a suitable use for the building. The internal 
planning could be improved in a number of respects to better respect the qualities of the 
interior. Among the furnishings, the relocation of the stained glass, organ and Christus 
Rex sculpture need careful attention. With these refinements, a good scheme can be 
achieved. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 

 
 
Guy Braithwaite 
 
 
Cc Jeremy Tipping, Closed Churches Team Manager 
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The Rt Rev the Bishop of Southampton 

By email only 

Dear Bishop 

Mission and Pastoral Measure 2011 
Church of St Jude, Southampton in the parish of Maybush 
Proposed Pastoral Church Buildings Scheme 

Following the publication of the draft Pastoral Church Buildings Scheme providing for the 
church of St Jude, Southampton, a chapel of ease in the parish of Maybush, to be 
declared closed for regular public worship and appropriated to use as “a children’s 
nursery and pre-school and/or office and/or light industrial use, and for purposes ancillary 
thereto”, we received 101 representations against (including four petitions totalling some 
1,667 signatures) and 20 in favour, together with four out-of-time representations against. 

You will also wish to note that your proposals provided for use of St Jude’s as ‘a children’s 
day nursery’ but I understand that ‘Tiny Toes Day Nursery’(“Tiny Toes”), as the 
prospective purchaser, asked for the additional uses to be cited in order to meets its 
funding criteria; these were therefore added to the proposed uses, as all fall within the 
same ‘use classes’ category. 

The representations against the draft Scheme 

The representors against fall into two main groups 

a) Members of the Romanian Orthodox Church
b) Local residents and Church of England members

The representors from the Romanian community wish St Jude’s to be sold to the 
Romanian Orthodox Church.  

Those in the second group have three main areas of concern: 

(i) that St Jude’s church should remain a place of Christian worship, either as an
Anglican church or, if not, used by another Christian Community, ideally the
Romanian Orthodox Church;

Rex Andrew 
Pastoral 
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(ii) that there is no need for a Tiny Toes nursery on this site;

(iii) that Tiny Toes real intention is to develop the site for one of the other listed uses.

A number of these representors also raise specific points about the process in this case 
(including the bidding process). 

There is also a representation from the Trustees of the Southampton Chinese Christian 
Fellowship who also wish to acquire St Jude’s. 

The representors in favour include the Area Dean, two directors of Tiny Toes and the 
manager of their existing nursery at Lordshill, and fifteen local residents, most of whom 
have used Tiny Toes’ Lordshill nursery. The Area Dean says the parish of Maybush with 
St Peter cannot afford and does not need three places of worship. She and the local 
residents welcome the prospect of additional nursery places which they say are needed in 
the area and that this will be a good use for an empty building. The representors from Tiny 
Toes emphasise that theirs is the highest bid and oppose what they see as an attempt to 
reopen the bidding process after they have already incurred planning costs. They also say 
there is a need for more nursery places and that their rates are affordable.  

The attached Annex A (Annex R1 in the Committee papers) is a summary of the
representations. Annex B (Annex R2 in the Committee papers) lists the names of the
representors and also contains the redacted representations in full (including the four 
which were not duly made). 

If you wish the Scheme to proceed as drafted notwithstanding the representations against 
it, it will be necessary for our Mission, Pastoral and Church Property Committee to 
consider the matter. In that case, I should be grateful for your comments on the 
representations in general and on the following points:- 

1. What are the main reasons for proposing to close St Jude’s, Southampton for
regular public worship and for it to be sold for use as a children’s nursery and pre-
school and/or office and/or light industrial use?

2. What impact will your proposals have on the local Church’s relationship with the
community it serves given the level of concerns raised in the representations and
the number of signatures to the petitions?

3. What is the condition of the Jude’s church and associated buildings? To what extent
was the cost of its upkeep a factor in the recommendation to close it? Please
provide the last quinquennial report and say which of the identified works have been
addressed. Please also comment on the suggestion that the upkeep of the building
has been neglected to justify its closure.

4. Please comment on the view that after 2010 the St Jude’s congregation has not had
the pastoral care it requires, which led to the dwindling of its congregation numbers.
Please provide the electoral roll and attendance figures for St Jude’s from 2009 to
2013 and also from 2014 (when the new Maybush parish was created) to date.
Please also confirm that its parish share was paid in full until 2014.
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5. What was the pattern of services at St Jude’s from 2010 until 2014 – did this require 
authorisation under the provisions of Canon B14A? Did St Jude’s cease to be used 
for regular public worship, contrary to the provisions of the Canon, during the period 
of its use by the Romanian Orthodox Church? If so, was this intended to justify its 
closure? 

 
6. What consultation was held with the St Jude’s congregation regarding the decision 

to concentrate worship at the other two churches in the Maybush parish? Was St 
Jude’s represented on the PCC and, if so, did its representatives support the 
proposal? What proportion of the former St Jude’s worshippers now attend the other 
two churches? Where do others now worship or have they ceased to do so 
altogether? 

 
7. Would you please confirm whether the request to put St Jude’s forward for formal 

closure originated with the PCC? Is it also, or alternatively, in the context of a 
deanery or diocesan policy?  

 
8. Please also set out the consultation process followed subsequently, indicating any 

meetings held with the interested parties and others. Please confirm the level of 
support, or otherwise, for what was being proposed during the local consultation 
and how any concerns raised at that stage were addressed.  
 

9. Please provide a timeline of events from 2009 to-date for consultations, who used 
St Jude’s church and/or hall, and under what authority, and the marketing 
processes undertaken in 2016 and 2020/21. Please also explain the reasons for 
stopping the use of the church by the Romanians and of the hall by the Filipinos in 
2020. 

 
10. Why was the bid from Tiny Toes preferred to that from the Romanian Orthodox 

Church and why was the Southampton Chinese Christian Community not invited to 
submit an offer?  
 

11. Please comment on the relative weight which your Committee gave to the 
desirability of a continuing worship use and the achievement of best price? Did any 
other factors influence the decision to give preference to Tiny Toes?  How would the 
Maybush PCC propose to use the sale proceeds arising from its part of the overall 
site and would the DBF also intend to apply its two-thirds share of the sale proceeds 
of the church itself to the Maybush parish? 

 
12. Please comment on where this matter stands with regards the planning process. Is 

Tiny Toes’ proposed use and adaptation of the building and site expected to meet 
with the approval of the planners? 
 

13. What is your reaction to the suggestion that Tiny Toes real intention is to promote 
office or light industrial use at St Jude’s? 

 
14. Please explain where the items mentioned by Mr David Rule (letter 84) are located 

and what would happen to them if St Jude’s closes.  
 

15. As regards the points made by Mr Rule regarding the vesting and application of sale 
proceeds and the references in other representations to covenants in the deeds 
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under which various parts of the church and hall sites were acquired in 1939 and 
1956 our understanding is as follows 
 

a. The footprint of the church was vested in the incumbent of Shirley St James 
in 1956 and, following the creation of a separate benefice of Warren Avenue 
St Jude Southampton and the union of that benefice with St Peter in 2006, it 
is now vested in the incumbent of Maybush and Southampton Saint Jude. 
Net proceeds if it is closed and disposed of would be divided 2/3rd to the 
Diocese and 1/3rd to the Commissioners. 
 

b. The stipulations regarding use of the land acquired in 1939 and 1956, on 
behalf of the PCC of Shirley St James, recite the purposes in the 
PCC(Powers) Measure 1921 for which it could be used by the PCC. They do 
not prevent a properly authorised disposal for other purposes. 
 

c. The sale proceeds of such a disposal must be applied for ecclesiastical 
purposes of the parish. That parish is now the parish of Maybush (being the 
parish comprising the area of the benefice of Maybush and Southampton St 
Jude), following the creation of the parish of Warren Avenue St Jude 
Southampton and its subsequent union with Maybush St Peter in 2014. 
 

 Do you agree with this understanding? What would be the apportionment of 
proceeds between the church site and the surrounding land and church hall? Would 
you be prepared to include a covenant regarding demolition as suggested by Mr 
Rule? 

 
16. How will these proposals further the mission of the Church of England in this 

parish? 
 
17. Are there any other factors which the Commissioners should be aware of in their 

consideration of these representations? 
 

 
In considering what information to include in your reply, I should be grateful if you would 
bear in mind that the Commissioners are now required to consider the representations 
under the quasi-judicial process laid down by the 2011 Measure. A legal challenge may 
arise from the Commissioners’ decision if, among other things, it is based materially on 
incorrect information. In some cases, this might necessitate the withdrawal of the Scheme. 
Of necessity, the Commissioners rely on others to provide the information to assist their 
deliberations and to this end I should be grateful for your help. 
 
I am hoping that this matter can be discussed at the 13 September meeting of our 
Mission, Pastoral and Church Property Committee, failing which the 17 November or 16 
December meetings. For the September discussion we would need a response by 17 
August, please. This is to allow time for this letter and your reply to be considered by our 
Sifting Panel, to determine whether the representors and diocesan representatives should 
be offered an opportunity to make oral representations to the Committee, and for them to 
be sent to the representors, for them to make any further comments and, if necessary, for 
you to respond.  
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I am sending a copy of this letter to the Ven Richard Brand together with Jayne Tarry and 
Nigel Wright at the diocese for their information. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 

Rex Andrew 
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1. What are the main reasons for proposing to close St Jude’s, Southampton for regular 
public worship and for it to be sold for use as a children’s nursery and pre-school and/or office 
and/or light industrial use?  
 
In summary, the main reason for the proposed closure is the 2013 decision of the then St Jude’s 
PCC to request consideration of closure and sale of the building (with Maybush to become the 
single centre of worship for the merged parish) – a decision reconfirmed in 2018; and the fact that 
no alternative to closure has been identified since then.  The reason for the sale as a nursery at the 
end of the consequent sale process is the fiduciary duty of the diocese to accept a financially viable 
bid. 
 
The 2014 pastoral re-organisation: chapel of ease and PCC request for closure and sale 
 
Prior to 2014, there were two distinct parishes of Maybush (with two parish churches and two 
halls), and Southampton St Jude (with one parish church and one hall).  When the parishes were 
united in 2014, St Jude’s became a chapel of ease within the parish of Maybush.   
 
Preceding this union, circa 2013, the Revd Roy Hemmings (incumbent between June 2008 and May 
2018) entered into an informal agreement with Inglesia Ni Christo, a Christian Filipino Church, for 
their use of St Jude’s church.  This arrangement was for casual hire on an hourly basis and provided 
a small income from the building.  Shortly after this, Inglesia Ni Christo offered to purchase the site.   
 
Therefore, as part of the consultation on the proposed union between Maybush and St Jude’s 
Southampton, Revd Roy Hemmings wrote to his Area Dean to confirm that St Jude’s PCC had 
agreed at their meeting on 4 April 2013: 
 
‘1. Seek immediately to unite with Maybush as one parish. 
 2.  Given the interest of Inglesia Ni Christo in purchasing the church now, and the hall and 
parsonage house later, the deanery pastoral and mission committee be requested to begin to 
discuss immediately the possible closure and sale of St Jude’s within the context of any future 
changes in patterns of ministry in the deanery.’ 

 
The minutes of the meeting of 4 April 2013, also detailed that ‘the pastoral and spiritual needs of 
both of the existing congregations and wider parish populace would be continued.  The preference 
of the PCC would be to remain under the care of the existing benefice in a united parish.  That the 
existing [PCC] members be accommodated within the PCC of any newly formed amalgamated 
parish.  The worship, mission and vision of the parish was indeed already that of the benefice acting 
as a whole, and that the emphasis on Messy Church, school work, and outreach stimulated by the 
provision of occasional offices of the church was shared throughout the benefice.  That St Jude’s 
already participated in many of the benefice social and fund-raising events as well as joint services.’ 
 
The minutes of both the St Jude’s PCC and Maybush PCC meetings are attached in Appendix A. 
 
It subsequently came to light that Inglesia Ni Christo were not in communion with the Church of 
England and the Bishop of Winchester indicated he could not support a sale to this group, and in 
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fact asked them to vacate the church.  Their relationship with the parish remained cordial and they 
moved to the hall beside St Jude’s.  Alongside this, the hall continued to be available for local hire, 
ie occasional children’s parties.  The parish were left with a chapel of ease that was receiving little 
regular use. 
 
First sale process and Tiny Toes bid in 2016 
 
In 2015, looking to consider alternative solutions for the site, members of the diocesan team 
explored the option of selling the church of St Jude’s, the hall and the former vicarage (or parts 
thereof) to the Bournemouth Churches Housing Association for development for social housing.  
However, after further consideration a decision was made to openly market the church and church 
hall rather than proceed with an off-market transaction. 
 
Therefore, in 2016 the church of St Jude’s and the hall were openly marketed by the diocesan 
agent, Carter Jonas, and a number of offers were received.  The highest offer was from Tiny Toes 
Limited who planned to use the church as a day nursery. 
 
At the same time, the Revd Jane Bakker was licenced as Associate (Interim) Minister to the benefice 
with a remit to build up the life of the parish alongside the ministry of the then incumbent (with a 
view to handing over a flourishing parish after the incumbent, the Revd Roy Hemmings, retired in 
November 2018).  [Jane subsequently became Priest in Charge of Maybush in April 2019.] 
 
2016 review and pause 
 
One of Jane’s early tasks as Interim Minister was to assess the viability of St Jude’s as part of the 
wider parish.  Under instruction from the Bishop of Southampton, it was agreed that no action 
would be taken to sell, lease or dispose of St Jude’s while a period of reflection and discernment 
was held to determine the needs of the whole parish.  A thorough survey of the area was 
commissioned, and it was determined that the buildings at St Jude’s would not be an asset to 
future Anglican mission in that area.  It also became evident during that survey that the residents in 
the area identified as part of the communities in either Shirley or Lord’s Hill parishes, not Maybush.  
Please see attached Appendix B. 
 
From 2016, St Jude’s church became home to the Romanian Orthodox Church – this occupancy was 
arranged without faculty and was again based on an hourly usage rate.  At the time, the stated 
intention of the Romanian Church was that they would be in a position to buy the church after two 
years of leasing (however, this was not evidenced by their finances during the subsequent bidding 
process some five years later in 2021).    

 
In the intervening years, St Jude’s had been operating as an independent ‘building for hire’, with 
bookings and cash payments being overseen with the help of a previous Churchwarden.  Cash 
payments being passed on a regular basis to the PCC of Maybush. 

 
Some discussion between diocesan staff and Southern Archdeaconry Mission & Pastoral Committee 
was had in 2017, with regard to the possible closure and lease to the Romanian Church but this was 
not taken further particularly in light of their request to be able to buy the church with instalment 
payments. 
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2018-21 Sale confirmation, preparations and process 
 
In July 2018, Jane Bakker met with the Archdeacon of Bournemouth and several other members of 
the diocesan team to review the complex history of St Jude’s.  She indicated that the PCC were of 
the view that St Jude’s should be sold in order to further mission and ministry across the whole 
parish which was being amply served by the two churches of St Peter’s and All Saints. 
 
Jane Bakker reported at the time that ‘Maybush is functionally bankrupt.  They have no reserves 
and are already under special considerations for CMF (Common Mission Fund/Share).  Attendance 
and affluence are both low.  They have supported St Jude’s financially for many years but [they] 
remain detached from the whole area.  There are no continuing relationships between that area and 
the congregation.  No one from the former St Jude’s congregation comes to St Peter’s or All Saints’ 
churches.’ 
 
Given that both users of the church (the Romanian Church) and hall (Inglesia Ni Christo) were doing 
so without formal leases, the DBF engaged the Diocesan Registry to arrange for formal agreements 
to be put into place in order that a proper ending of leases could be carried out in the event of a 
sale.  This was felt to be necessary as the first step to placing the site on the market for sale.  These 
leases were just completed when in March 2020 the first Covid lockdown began, and all churches 
were closed.  Both the Romanian Church and the Inglesia Ni Christo were informed that they could 
not access the buildings during this time in order to comply with Covid guidance from the national 
church. 
 
In light of the proposed sale, in 2021 when churches could re-open, the PCC took the decision not 
to permit either the Romanian nor the Inglesia Ni Christo churches back into the church and hall.  
The PCC offered an alternative location to both Inglesia Ni Christo and the Romanian Church.  
Inglesia Ni Christo moved to the hall at St Peter’s (where they remain to this day).  The Romanian 
Church also moved to the hall at St Peter’s for some months.  There was discussion with the 
Romanian Church regarding obtaining a faculty for use of St Peter’s Church for weddings and 
baptism but before this could happen their use of the hall caused some difficulty with neighbours in 
the surrounding streets (local roads could become blocked during services) and they were given 
notice.  [Diocesan officers worked with the Romanian Church to seek a new location, and they are 
temporarily using St Katharine’s Exbury.] 
 
Under instruction from the PCC and with the agreement of the Diocesan Mission & Pastoral 
Committee, St Jude’s Church and Hall was re-marketed for sale in 2021.  The process was overseen 
by the diocesan agent, Carter Jonas.  The process was open, fair and above board, and carried out 
in compliance with standard practices.  Two best and final offers were received from Tiny Toes and 
the Romanian Church.  The highest bid was from Tiny Toes who were also able to provide evidence 
of availability of funding to complete the purchase.  The Tiny Toes proposal was to use the church 
as a children’s day nursery subject to obtaining planning permission (which has subsequently been 
granted) to serve the local community and in particular keyworkers at the local hospital.  The bid 
from Tiny Toes was also on the basis of their undertaking a full refurbishment and conversation of 
the church at substantial cost.  This would ensure the church remained as an important building on 
the street scene and in good repair for many years to come.  The bid from the Romanian Church 
was lower than the bid from Tiny Toes but more critically the Romanian Church could not show that 
they had the finance in place to fund a purchase.  Their offer was to be funded by a mortgage, 
which had not been agreed in principle and which would be subject to a condition survey, cash 
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reserves and donation promises.  However, no evidence was provided of the donation promises 
which formed a large proportion of the offer price.  

 
For many reasons the Tiny Toes offer was the stronger, more financially viable bid which, given the 
circumstances of the parish, was of the utmost importance.  This is a parish which has been existing 
on the edges of bankruptcy for many years and any uncertainty as to whether a bidder could secure 
adequate funds for the sale to take place was to be avoided.  The bid from Tiny Toes was, 
therefore, accepted subject to approval of the closure scheme. 
 
2022 Secular planning application 
 
In order for Tiny Toes to prepare for the purchase of the site subject to the scheme, the process of 
closure and re-use of the church needed to run alongside a secular planning application to 
Southampton City Council.  Tiny Toes submitted a change of use planning application, including 
internal modifications, to Southampton City Council and were granted permission on 13 July 2022.  
The planning permission states that the property may only be used as a day nursery and for no 
other purpose.   
 
In discussions between the Church Commissioners and Tiny Toes about the restrictive covenants to 
be included in the transfer, Tiny Toes requested that the use be restricted to ‘…children’s day 
nursery and pre-school and/or office and light industrial use and ancillary purposes.’ 

 
The reasons stated were that Tiny Toes were unaware there would be any restrictions in the terms 
of sale on future use of the property and they had offered a full commercial price for the property 
on that basis. They additionally cited that their funders would likely have difficulty with a use clause 
that was too tightly drawn. They also need the ability to use the building for another use if for some 
reason in the future the day nursery is unviable. However, this is still very unlikely especially bearing 
in mind that substantial capital investment would be incurred in converting the Church and grounds 
for children’s day nursery use.  
 
It is also worth mentioning that the planning use of day nursery is included within Class E of the 
Town and Country Planning (Use Classes) Order 1987 (as amended) and is stated as:  
 
(f) for a crèche, day nursery or day centre, not including a residential use, principally to visiting 
members of the public,  
 
Class E use also includes a number of other uses including:  
 
(g) for:  

(i) an office to carry out any operational or administrative functions, 
(ii) the research and development of products or processes, or  
(iii) any industrial process, being a use, which can be carried out in any residential area without 
detriment to the amenity of that area by reason of noise, vibration, smell, fumes, smoke, soot, 
ash, dust or grit. 
 

Planning permission is not usually required for a change of use within a Class so in effect an office 
could be used as a day nursery and vice versa without requiring planning permission.  However, 
with St Jude’s church, the local planning authority has specifically stated that the church can only be 
used as a day nursery and not for other purposes without a further planning application.  
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In the circumstances, and taking into account that there would be no restrictive covenants over 
78% of the site Tiny Toes would be acquiring, it was considered reasonable that the future use of 
the church could include ‘office and/or light industrial use’.  This still restricts the future use of the 
church, not the hall, and prevents residential purposes, for example, without consent from the 
Church Commissioners.   

 
2. What impact will your proposals have on the local Church’s relationship with the 
community it serves given the level of concerns raised in the representations and the number of 
signatures to the petitions?  
 
It has already been acknowledged that the residents in this area of the parish do not identify with 
‘Maybush’ and it has long been the intention (since 2005) to re-draw the parish boundary between 
Maybush and Shirley to correct this.  Unfortunately, this boundary change cannot take place while 
the issue of the building remains unresolved.   The parish of Shirley will not want to take on this 
area of the parish if the building could become their responsibility.  It is possible, therefore, that the 
relationship between local churches and the community in this area will enjoy greater flourishing as 
ministry structures evolve. 
 
The Diocese of Winchester is committed to a good ecumenical relationship with the Romanian 
Church, and this relationship remains cordial.  This is a strong congregation, gathered from across a 
very side area of Hampshire.  We recognise that the, sometimes somewhat tortuous, nine-year 
process from 2013 to resolve the future of St Jude’s has complicated this relationship but we 
believe it remains intact.  We have on-going discussions with them about alternative worship 
locations and these continue in parallel with these discussions about St Jude’s.  Recently they have 
given us an expression of interest regarding an alternative building in Southampton. 
 
We recognise that there are a large number of representators from the Romanian congregation are 
understandably disappointed not to be able to return to St Jude’s.  Their primary objection seems 
to be that their bid was not accepted – despite it not being the highest, nor the most financially 
viable.  However, both the PCC and the WDBF have a duty to seek the best offer for the site – best 
not in terms of highest, but also the most viable and secure.  It should not be the case, that a party 
who is unsuccessful in making a commercial bid can use the pastoral measure process to disrupt 
the sale to another party.  The congregation are not, primarily, local residents and there are no 
specific ties to the church or the location other than their use for the past several years.  A 
children’s nursey will serve the local residents, which includes a large number of nurses and other 
keyworkers at Southampton General Hospital which is within walking distance of the church.  

 
Sadly, the number of representations and signatures on the petition does not marry with the 
declining congregation figures that led the parish of St Jude’s to unite with the parish of Maybush in 
2013.  Nor does it tie in with the survey and community engagement exercise undertaken by Jane 
Bakker in 2016.   Nor with the income made from use of the buildings locally. 
 
There is no evidence that residents of the area are attending churches either elsewhere in the 
parish or in the neighbouring parishes.   
 
A number of the representations appear to be in favour of the sale on the proviso that the sale is to 
the Romanian Church and the status quo is preserved.  However, this is unjust to the PCC and the 
wider parish who deserve to seek the financial security that this sale will provide.  The PCC must be 
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allowed to use its assets to the best of its ability for the provision of the cure of souls across the 
whole parish. 

 
Southampton City Council have agreed to the change of use of this building (subject to the closure 
going ahead) and are fully supportive of the introduction of a children’s nursery in this densely 
populated area.   
 
3. What is the condition of the Jude’s church and associated buildings? To what extent was 
the cost of its upkeep a factor in the recommendation to close it? Please provide the last 
quinquennial report and say which of the identified works have been addressed. Please also 
comment on the suggestion that the upkeep of the building has been neglected to justify its 
closure.  

 
PCC members who pre-date the union in 2013, can recall visiting St Jude’s to see a number of 
buckets placed around the building to catch the rain coming in through the roof.   PCC members at 
the time were aware that they were receiving a building into their care which was, even then, in 
need of repair.   Unfortunately, the financial situation of the parish since then has only ever allowed 
temporary repairs to take place; resulting in a backlog of maintenance issues which have only 
deteriorated over time.  There has been no wilful neglect, but this is one of the most deprived 
parishes in the country with very limited resources which need very careful prioritisation. 
 

Deprivation rank (1=most deprived, 12,307=least deprived) 557 

Parish population (2011 census) 26,036 

Parish number of occupied households 10,726 

Area (square miles) 2.3 

Population density (people per square mile) 11,147 

% aged 0-4 8.8 

% aged 5-17 17.5 

% aged 18-29 17.0 

% aged 30-44 22.0 

% aged 45-64 21.9 

% aged 65 and over 12.8 

% White ethnicity 90.9 

Parish population (2018 update) 27,583 

 
Income to the parish has never been such as to allow anything other than necessary/urgent repairs.  
For instance: 

 
Maybush  
Average regular costs for January to July this year are   £       4,289  
Average exceptional costs for January to July this year are  £       1,022  
Total per month       £       5,311  
 

 

Average regular income for January to July this year is   £       4,808  
Average exceptional income for January to July this year is  £           367  
Total per month       £       5,175  
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A running deficit per month of -£           136  

  

If only routine income/expenditure is considered, a surplus per month of  £            519  

 
Unfortunately, the income from the bookings at St Jude’s often did not cover the running costs of 
the church and hall themselves, placing an additional burden on the two very small congregations 
at St Peter’s and All Saints’ – both churches with their own needs.  For instance, lightning conductor 
tests have not been competed for 10-15 years, electrical testing is out of date and so on.   

 
St Jude's income vs expenditure  
Year Income Expenditure Surplus/Deficit 

2018  £      7,910   £        7,705   £                 205  

2019  £      7,483   £        8,672  -£             1,189  

2020  £      1,865   £        6,592  -£             4,727  

2021  £             -     £        6,166  -£             6,166  

 
‘Our current energy costs are on an annual contract and the total cost of electricity and gas for 
January to July 2022 for the three churches and their halls is £4,215. St Jude’s is included because we 
still have standing charges. As these contracts expire within the next 2 or 3 months they can be 
expected to double or treble suggesting an annual increase of between £7,000 and £14,000… 

 
…to summarise, a shortage of funds for over a decade resulted in a large and expensive backlog of 
repair and maintenance issues being inherited by the new Vicar and the PCC in the spring of 2018.  
We are a parish with no reserves and few volunteer personnel resources which has managed to stay 
solvent through the Covid pandemic but whose financial future is still a considerable worry.’  Report 
attached from Mr Steuart Thompson, PCC Treasurer (Appendix C).  
 
Circa 2018, aware of the financial burden on the parish, the then Archdeacon of Bournemouth 
agreed that only basic running repairs needed to be carried out to keep St Jude’s church and hall 
secure and watertight while an alternative future was considered for the buildings. 
 
At one point during 2018, the parish bank balance was £57.00 
 

  Opening  Closing Minimum 

Year Balance Balance Balance 

2016 £22,841 £3,052 £2,813 

2017 £3,052 £3,734 £922 

2018 £3,734 £8,126 £57 

 
The last QI was carried out in 2011 and is attached here (Appendix D).  
 
4. Please comment on the view that after 2010 the St Jude’s congregation has not had the 
pastoral care it requires, which led to the dwindling of its congregation numbers. Please provide 
the electoral roll and attendance figures for St Jude’s from 2009 to 2013 and also from 2014 
(when the new Maybush parish was created) to date. Please also confirm that its parish share 
was paid in full until 2014.  
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In summary, the electoral roll data does not appear to support the claim that there was a marked 
reduction around 2010. 
 
Electoral roll at St Jude’s: 

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

13 10 - 10 12 16 15 18 14 

 
For comparison, earlier ER at St Jude’s:  

1984 1985 1986 

70 70 81 

 
For comparison, ER at Maybush 

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014* 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 

123 118 107 70 81 81 79 75 72 31 37 41 

* union of Maybush and St Jude’s 
 
Extract from Southampton Deanery Pastoral Plan, 2005: 
 
Maybush/St Jude 
Present Vicar of Maybush is PiC of St Jude, moving towards a united benefice. The second post 
within this partnership is in the process of being filled. NB. possible boundary changes with Lord’s 
Hill and Shirley. 
 
Extract from Southampton Deanery Pastoral Plan, 2011: 
 

PARISHES 2010  Pop 2005 USA 
2008 

ER 2009 Parish Share 
Contribution 
2010  

Clergy Target 
2013 

Bitterne 9,459 186 293 £73,000 0.95 

Bitterne Park 14,593 81 147 £41,000 1.21 

Freemantle 7,802 93 130 £26,000 0.7 

Lord's Hill & Lord's Wood 11,075 56 51 £23,000 0.85 

Maybush 21,150 71 126 £22,937 2.05 

St Jude 5,406 10 10 £1,000 (With Maybush) 

 
Maybush & St Jude – Largest parish in the Deanery, recent joining of parishes, still working on how 
the amalgamation develops – present staffing recommended (Incumbent & Assistant Vicar). 
 
Statistics from national church: 
 

Year 

Usual Adult  
Sunday  

Attendance 

Usual Child  
Sunday  

Attendance 
Easter Day  
Attendance 

Christmas  
Attendance 

Infant  
Baptisms 

Mature  
Baptisms 

Marriages/ 
Blessings Funerals 

2011 10 1 9 11 0 0 2 0 

2012 11 1 10 11 2 4 0 0 

2013 9 0 10 11 1 0 1 0 

2014 2 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 
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Commentary 
 
The decline in electoral roll figures pre-dates 2010, as evidenced above.  An average ER figure of 13 
between 2006 and 2014 illustrates the need for the union of parishes which took place in 2014.  
This union was part of the Southampton Deanery Plan, and the incumbent and PCC of St Jude’s 
were fully engaged in the conversation regarding the union and the change in status of St Jude’s 
from a parish church to a chapel of ease – as evidenced by the PCC minutes from April 2013.  PCC 
minutes record weekly Sunday services taking place at St Jude’s until 2014, but average Sunday 
attendance was in decline, while Christmas and Easter saw 10-11 in attendance. 
 
Post the union in 2014, any member of the electoral roll of the united parish could stand for 
election to the PCC.  Again, April 2013 minutes from both St Jude’s and Maybush PCC meetings 
confirm that there would be ample provision for members from both churches to take up PCC 
places.  This issue was discussed, and reassurances given (see Appendix A). 
 
Common Mission Fund (‘Parish Share’) information  
 
Common Mission Fund/Share contributions from St Jude’s ceased to be made at a significant level 
after 2008. 
 
St Jude Common Mission Fund Contributions  

Year 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 

Parish Share Paid £15,498 £1,607 £995 £1,043 £1,095 £2,104 

 

Maybush parish contributions demonstrate their struggle over the past several years. 
 
Maybush Common Mission Fund Contributions 

Year 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 

Parish Share Request £23,224 £23,224 £21,301 £18,496 £13,112 *£984.82 

Parish Share Paid £18,000 £13,724 £6,050 £6,000 £0 £1,200 

Percentage Paid 78% 59% 28% 32% 0% 122% 

*After reduction from Special Consideration Panel 
 

And a comparison with the neighbouring parish of Shirley puts both into perspective. 
 
Shirley 

Year 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 

Parish Share Request £105,210 £105,210 £103,240 £103,200 £104,603 £95,650 

Parish Share Paid £105,210 £105,210 £103,240 £103,200 £104,603 £102,000 

Percentage Paid 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 101% 

 

5. What was the pattern of services at St Jude’s from 2010 until 2014 – did this require 
authorisation under the provisions of Canon B14A? Did St Jude’s cease to be used for regular 
public worship, contrary to the provisions of the Canon, during the period of its use by the 
Romanian Orthodox Church? If so, was this intended to justify its closure?  
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Between 2010 and 2014 weekly services took place on Sunday mornings at 11am according to PCC 
minutes.  No services took place after 2014 – we believe under agreement with the then Bishop of 
Winchester.  Unfortunately, we cannot locate a copy of the letter to confirm this. 
 
6. What consultation was held with the St Jude’s congregation regarding the decision to 
concentrate worship at the other two churches in the Maybush parish? Was St Jude’s 
represented on the PCC and, if so, did its representatives support the proposal? What proportion 
of the former St Jude’s worshippers now attend the other two churches? Where do others now 
worship or have they ceased to do so altogether?  
 
In 2013 consultation with the St Jude’s congregation was via their PCC, the council of the then 
separate St Jude’s Parish, which decided for closure and sale of St Jude’s, and therefore 
concentration of worship elsewhere. From 2014 there was a single PCC for Maybush [encompassing 
St Peter’s and All Saints, and St Jude’s], the creation of which had been also decided for by the St 
Jude’s PCC in 2013. This PCC was elected by those on the new single, merged electoral roll and was 
responsible as a body for ministry and mission in the new parish; there were not two separate 
groups within the PCC representing the former parishes. 
 
The minutes of the St Jude’s PCC meeting of 4 April 2013 detailed that ‘the pastoral and spiritual 
needs of both of the existing congregations and wider parish populace would be continued.  The 
preference of the PCC would be to remain under the care of the existing benefice in a united parish.  
That the existing [PCC] members be accommodated within the PCC of any newly formed 
amalgamated parish.  The worship, mission and vision of the parish was indeed already that of the 
benefice acting as a whole, and that the emphasis on Messy Church, school work, and outreach 
stimulated by the provision of occasional offices of the church was shared throughout the benefice.  
That St Jude’s already participated in many of the benefice social and fund-raising events as well as 
joint services.’ 
 
Initially some worshippers moved to St Peter’s and there remain a small number (a small handful) in 
attendance. We do not have full information about where others now worship: some may be 
worshipping elsewhere; others will have moved away or experienced other significant changes of 
circumstances given the nine year interval. 
 
7. Would you please confirm whether the request to put St Jude’s forward for formal closure 
originated with the PCC? Is it also, or alternatively, in the context of a deanery or diocesan policy?  
 
The PCC minutes from 2013 re agreement to the union and the closure and sale of St Jude’s are 
attached.  In the intervening years many and various options have been explored.  In 2016 the site 
was marketed, and in 2017 there was discussion as to whether the church could be closed and 
leased.  However, this suggestion did not take into consideration that the church and hall would 
remain the responsibility of the PCC – a PCC who do not have the necessary finances to repair the 
building to a fit state to be leased, or maintained thereafter.  In 2018, the PCC resolved to close and 
sell the site.  Deanery and Diocesan pastoral committees have been and remain in support of the 
PCC’s decision.   
 
8. Please also set out the consultation process followed subsequently, indicating any meetings 
held with the interested parties and others. Please confirm the level of support, or otherwise, for 
what was being proposed during the local consultation and how any concerns raised at that stage 
were addressed.  
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The potential closure and lease/sale of St Jude’s has almost been a fixed item on the agenda of the 
Southern Archdeaconry Mission and Pastoral Committee since 2013.  Please see response to 
question one. 
 
Locally, given that the closure of St Jude’s has been the expected position for so long, informal 
conversation and consultation has been on-going since 2013.  There are numerous letters on file to 
local residents; and the then Archdeacon of Bournemouth and the diocesan Director of Resource 
Development had numerous discussions and meetings with local residents over the years.   
 
Throughout that period, it has been stressed that the pastoral process itself would allow for full 
public consultation prior to a final decision.  Formal consultation began 19 April 2021.  Public 
consultation was initiated by the Church Commissioners in 15 March 2022.  
 
9. Please provide a timeline of events from 2009 to-date for consultations, who used St Jude’s 
church and/or hall, and under what authority, and the marketing processes undertaken in 2016 
and 2020/21. Please also explain the reasons for stopping the use of the church by the Romanians 
and of the hall by the Filipinos in 2020.  
 
See response to question one. 
 
10. Why was the bid from Tiny Toes preferred to that from the Romanian Orthodox Church and 
why was the Southampton Chinese Christian Community not invited to submit an offer?  
 
Please see previous reasons set out in the response to question one as to why Tiny Toes were the 
preferred bidder.  In addition, the following considerations are relevant: 
 
The Romanian congregation is a congregation gathered from across Hampshire.  For the most part, 
they are not local residents.  A children’s nursery will be used by local residents and is favoured by 
the Southampton City Council. 
 
The sale encompasses the whole site which includes a church landlocked by PCC owned land (on 
which the hall sits).  The sale of the church is therefore dependant on the sale of the whole site; and 
the sale of the hall site needs to satisfy the Charities Act provisions.  Weighed against each other 
the two highest bids are, therefore, represented by a) the highest bid, from Tiny Toes, which was 
more financially secure and included an element of social and community benefit in the form of a 
children’s day nursery, vs b) the offer from the Romanian Church at a lower sale price, without 
evidence of funding, and not directly serving the local residents. 
 
Whilst there are other “suitable alternative use” considerations for the church building, its location 
within the overall site made resolving its future inextricably linked with the parish land. In addition, 
it was also necessary to be assured that the church building had a viable future use too. 
 
A guaranteed capital receipt by the parish is of the utmost importance. 
 
In terms of the Southampton Chinese Christian Community, the property was actively marketed by 
the diocesan agent, Carter Jonas, but the SCCC did not enquire about the property until after best 
and final bids had been submitted. 
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11. Please comment on the relative weight which your Committee gave to the desirability of a 
continuing worship use and the achievement of best price? Did any other factors influence the 
decision to give preference to Tiny Toes? How would the Maybush PCC propose to use the sale 
proceeds arising from its part of the overall site and would the DBF also intend to apply its two-
thirds share of the sale proceeds of the church itself to the Maybush parish?  
 
The committee’s over-riding aim has to be to further the mission of the Church of England in the 
Parish of Maybush.  In this, it has collaborated with the PCC of Maybush.  It is our considered view 
that the sale of St Jude’s church (and wider site) will help to secure the long-term sustainability of 
the mission and pastoral care of the people of the parish of Maybush.  
 
Given the circumstances of the PCCs finances and the high levels of deprivation in the community, 
there is an undeniable and urgent need for additional resource to help maintain and grow the 
mission and ministry within the parish.  
 
To have prioritised the church continuing as a place of worship over these clear missional needs 
was not, in our view, justifiable.  
 
The WDBF has not discussed whether it would be willing to transfer its share of the sale proceeds to 
the PCC. If a formal request is made to consider this, the DBF will gladly consider it.  
 
The WDBF has undertaken to pay the upfront costs incurred during this process as a way of directly 
supporting the parish and has made a cash-flow loan provision available to the PCC to cover any 
additional interim costs during recent years. The parish have agreed to reimburse the WDBF from 
the sale proceeds.  For a number of years, the parish has been unable to meet its Common Mission 
Fund/Share payments, and the wider diocese has supported their application for a reduction in 
each case given their highly challenging financial situation. The sale proceeds that the diocese will 
receive from the sale of St Jude’s are likely to be the equivalent of around two years of these 
shortfalls. 
  
12. Please comment on where this matter stands with regards the planning process. Is Tiny Toes’ 
proposed use and adaptation of the building and site expected to meet with the approval of the 
planners?  
 
The application by Tiny Toes for a change of use to a children’s nursery has been approved by the 
Southampton City Council (subject to the closure scheme).  
 
13. What is your reaction to the suggestion that Tiny Toes real intention is to promote office or 
light industrial use at St Jude’s?  
 
There is no evidence to support this suggestion.  Tiny Toes have already invested a considerable 
amount of time and money in submitting a planning application to Southampton City Council for 
change of use, undertaking surveys and commissioning plans which support their desire to use the 
church as a nursery.  This has all been ‘at risk’ with no guarantee they would be successful in 
acquiring the church and hall.  The planning permission granted by Southampton City Council is for 
‘a children’s day nursery’ only.  As mentioned previously, a change of use would require Tiny Toes 
to submit a fresh planning application.  Again, as mentioned previously, the only reason Tiny Toes 
requested a modest relaxation of the restrictive covenants to permit the future use for office 
and/or light industrial use was because they need to have the ability to change the use, subject to 
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planning permission, if for example, the day nursery business became unviable and also for their 
funders requirements.  The proposed permitted uses, subject to planning permission from 
Southampton City Council, are considerable and fair and reasonable.  
 
From the numerous discussions with Tiny Toes since their first interest in 2016, we are strongly of 
the opinion that there is absolutely no reason to doubt that they are planning to open a children’s 
day nursery at St Jude’s church once the conversion and refurbishment works have been 
successfully completed.  
 
Once the freehold is sold the church will be outside the ambit of the Pastoral Measure, and it would 
not be possible to undertake another Scheme.  A change of use other than children’s day nursery 
and/or office and/or light industrial use would require consent, and a Deed of Variation.  That 
would also be subject to planning permission. 
 
14. Please explain where the items mentioned by Mr David Rule (letter 84) are located and what 
would happen to them if St Jude’s closes.  
 

 
 

• The windows are still in St Jude's and recorded on the terrier.  Tiny Toes have confirmed 
that they are prepared to remove all or some of the stained-glass windows at their cost and 
deliver those to the parish.  This would form part of the sale agreement. 

• The altar cloth made by parishioners in the 1950's is the MU cloth, also listed on the terrier. 

• The cruets are stored in All Saints' safe, as listed on the terrier. They are in perfect condition.  
These and the cloth would be transferred to St Peter’s if St Jude’s closes. 

 
15. As regards the points made by Mr Rule regarding the vesting and application of sale proceeds 
and the references in other representations to covenants in the deeds under which various parts 
of the church and hall sites were acquired in 1939 and 1956 our understanding is as follows  
 
a. The footprint of the church was vested in the incumbent of Shirley St James in 1956 and, 
following the creation of a separate benefice of Warren Avenue St Jude Southampton and the 
union of that benefice with St Peter in 2006, it is now vested in the incumbent of Maybush and 
Southampton Saint Jude. Net proceeds if it is closed and disposed of would be divided 2/3rd to 
the Diocese and 1/3rd to the Commissioners.   
 
b. The stipulations regarding use of the land acquired in 1939 and 1956, on behalf of the PCC of 
Shirley St James, recite the purposes in the PCC(Powers) Measure 1921 for which it could be used 
by the PCC. They do not prevent a properly authorised disposal for other purposes.   
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c. The sale proceeds of such a disposal must be applied for ecclesiastical purposes of the parish. 
That parish is now the parish of Maybush (being the parish comprising the area of the benefice of 
Maybush and Southampton St Jude), following the creation of the parish of Warren Avenue St 
Jude Southampton and its subsequent union with Maybush St Peter in 2014.   
 
Do you agree with this understanding? What would be the apportionment of proceeds between 
the church site and the surrounding land and church hall? Would you be prepared to include a 
covenant regarding demolition as suggested by Mr Rule?  
 
This is our understanding.  
 
It has been agreed that the apportionment of proceeds between the church site and the 
surrounding land and church hall will be based on a 22%/78% split. 
 
There will automatically be a restrictive covenant in the scheme preventing demolition of the 
church without the Church Commissioners’ consent, and this has been accepted by Tiny Toes. There 
is also a covenant requiring the Church Commissioners’ consent to any future architectural or 
structural alterations. Thus, capturing any implicit change of use.  
 
16. How will these proposals further the mission of the Church of England in this parish?  
 
Maybush PCC is very aware of the balance required in maintaining their buildings so that they are 
an attractive, safe and viable venue for the parish to engage missionally with their community. 
Their aim is always to use their buildings for worship, for mission and for serving their community.  
 
‘Whilst we would need to make some urgent investment in our remaining buildings, it would be my 
hope that the biggest difference would be in what we could offer as a church. We have a number of 
projects that we would like to explore or develop, for example: 
 
We have a trained pioneer minister who lives in Shirley Warren. Together with a minister from a 
local independent church, he goes out weekly to meet people, to build relationships and to explore 
pioneer possibilities. We would want to ringfence some of the proceeds of St Jude’s sale to ensure 
that there is a missional fund available for when such projects begin to take shape.  
 
My vision for All Saints’ church and hall is that it is a hub for the whole community. The hall is well 
used. Whilst we are currently limited in what we can offer as a church, I would like to see this 
increase. I want the whole site to have a community feel, with a shared vision with our local area 
and a clear sense that the church is a credible and relevant participant.  
 
One way in which we are doing this through ‘Millbrook Marketplace’.  
 
This is a new collaboration with Southampton City Mission to host a weekly food club that provides 
food to local families and individuals, as well as reducing food waste. It provides a ‘slow shopping’ 
experience (unlike a foodbank). And encourages building relationships as a focal point. Through it 
we are getting to know some of the hidden vulnerabilities on our estate.  
 
It also provides a much-needed storefront to the church. This has been a significant eyeopener to 
members and volunteers alike. This kind of project is not what they expect from the church, and 
it allows God's generosity to be shown in practical ways. 
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Maybush PCC have committed themselves wholeheartedly to this project despite the financial 
burden that it brings.  
 
The Marketplace provides a good example of how our buildings enable mission. But, in order to 
build on this project, we will need further investment in our kitchen which is only suitable for 
providing light refreshments. If, for example, we wanted to offer hot food to our members; consider 
cooking classes, school holiday food provision, lunch clubs for isolated people (all of which have 
been suggested as spinoffs of the Marketplace) we would need to invest in the kitchen.  
 
Having said that, even though our buildings are in poor repair, I would not want to see us invest in 
them for the sake of having well maintained buildings. I always want to see a missional case for 
improvements we make to our buildings.  I am much more interested in investing in the people in 
our community. That is where we see the most difference.’ Report from Revd Jane Bakker, Priest in 
Charge, Appendix E. 
 
In a nutshell, the parish will be able to afford to grow their ministry rather than barely maintain it. 
 
Further to this, the parish will be in a position to contribute more into the Common Mission 
Fund/Share and the shared life and vision of Southampton deanery and the wider diocese. 
 
In practical terms, the parish will be relieved of the on-going burden of looking after and 
maintaining this site in addition to their two other sites.  Securing the sale will also allow the parish 
boundary change to take place (subject to discussion and consultation), and for mission to Shirley 
Warren to develop. 
 
17. Are there any other factors which the Commissioners should be aware of in their 
consideration of these representations?  
 
This is an inner-city parish in a densely populated but deprived area of Southampton.  The PCC 
bears the burden of maintaining three churches and three halls which have seen years of neglect 
taking their toll and leading to a backlog of major repairs.  A worshipping community of 52 and 19 
planned givers with an average giving level of £12.54 leaves them facing an insurmountable burden 
in building works, and little chance of being in a position to grow mission and outreach to their 
community.  A secure sale is vital to their future flourishing. 
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Recent church presence in Shirley Warren 
 

In 2016, whilst Area Dean of Southampton, the former Bishop of Southampton asked me to 

take on the role of Interim Minister in the parish of Maybush with Southampton St Jude. This 

I did under the supervision of the former Archdeacon of Bournemouth. One of their concerns 

was around the sale of St Jude’s church. Part of my role was to thoroughly assess the viability 

of the church in Shirley Warren, where St Jude’s is situated. The bishop requested that the 

sale of St Jude’s be halted until this piece of work was done.  

Along with the Church Army and a team of about six MES students, we spent a week walking 

and observing the former St Jude’s parish, talking to as many people as we could and 

accessing relevant data on the area.   

At the end of this time, we concluded three things.  

1. The reputation of the church was poor. Most people were indifferent to the 

church’s presence, but some told stories about previous incumbents being 

unhelpful and unfriendly. It is a fairly static community and people have long 

memories. We found no-one who wanted the church reinstated.   

 

2. To revive the church, significant resources would be required. The young MES 

people brain-stormed some exciting ideas about how the building could be used, 

but all would require additional people to run and improvements to the buildings, 

especially the church. The parish did not have those resources and the Diocese of 

Winchester could not allocate an additional post. In fact, they were about to cut 

one of the two stipendiary posts in the parish.  

 

3. The people of Shirley Warren do not identify with Millbrook estate, where All 

Saints’ church is situated; nor to St Peter’s in Maybush (the geographic barrier of 

Tanners Brook and Romsey Road provide a clear divide). This led me to request 

that the Deanery Mission and Pastoral Committee consider redrawing the parish 

boundary so that the former parish of St Jude’s would be divided between the 

Parish of St James, Shirley; the Parish of Lord’s Hill and Lord’s Wood; and the 

Parish of Maybush. As far as I am aware this proposal is still on the table of the 

DMPC to be considered once St Jude’s has been sold.  

In April 2019, I became Priest in Charge of the Parish of Maybush and found that things were 

much worse that I anticipated. My predecessor left with £43 in the bank and no reserves. All 

the buildings, comprising three churches and three halls, were poorly maintained. The 

governance of the parish, including safeguarding, finance, employment, and lettings were 

inadequate. The congregation at St Peter’s was not growing and the All Saints’ congregation 

numbered four people. There were no young people regularly attending church despite the 

large number of christenings taking place in the church. The second stipendiary post in the 

parish was cut on my arrival.  
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During the past few years, I have focussed primarily on mission, whilst attending to 

governance, especially finance and safeguarding.  

Even with a clear missional focus and with the help of a very small group of dedicated 

volunteers, I have seen things improve slowly, but there is a long way to go to make the 

churches here viable.  Even so, the stark fact remains that this parish of 28,500 people is 

inadequately staffed. It simply isn’t possible for us to sustain another church presence at St 

Jude’s.  

Revd Jane Bakker 

3 August, 2022 

 

 



Appendix C 

Parish Of Maybush, Southampton Deanery, Winchester Diocese 

 

Financial Situation 

Report by Steuart Thompson, PCC Treasurer 

 

 

At the end of July 2022 our true balance of funds was £15,661 

 

Our average regular costs for January to July this year are    £4,289 

Our average exceptional costs for  “            “              “                         £1,022 

                                                                                        Total                      £5,311 per month 

 

Our average regular income for January to July this year is    £4,808 

Our average exceptional income for  “             “               is    £   367      

           Total  £5,175 per month 

 

This shows that if only routine costs and income are considered we would show an annual 

surplus of about £6,250. This would be after the current payment of £1,200 per year CMF 

contribution. 

 

The figures for the costs for the first 7 months of this year only take account of the increase in 

the living wage from the beginning of April and they do not make any allowance for the 

predicted increases in energy costs that have not yet come through. Our current energy costs 

are on an annual contract and the total cost of electricity and gas for January to July 2022 for 

the three churches and their halls is £4215. St Jude’s is included because we still have standing 

charges. As these contracts expire within the next 2 or 3 months they can be expected to double 

or treble suggesting an annual increase of between £7,000 and £14,000.  

 

We are also budgeting for the following anticipated costs which cannot be avoided and will be 

incurred within the next few months. 

 

St Peter’s Hall – Energy Performance Assessment   £   450 

St Peter’s Hall – Energy Performance Improvements  £5,000 

St Peter’s Hall – fixed electrical installation test   £   500 

St Peter’s Hall – lease solicitors fees     £2,000 

 

St Peter’s Church – asbestos survey     £   500 

St Peter’s Church – fixed electrical installation test   £   700 

St Peter’s Church – repair roof cross     £1,500 

St Peter’s Church – accessible toilet plans & fees   £1,000 

 

All Saints Church – asbestos survey     £   500 

All Saints Church – roof repair – insurance excess   £1,000 

All Saints Church – staircase repair     £   300  

 

St Jude’s Church Hall – Energy Performance Assessment  £   450 

 

                  £13,900 
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The unpredictability of income and costs, makes deciding when to allow expenditure and what 

is, or is not, a safe balance of funds, very difficult.  

 

In addition to the above immediate repair & maintenance items, I have identified, to the newly 

appointed Churchwarden, the following items which require action within the foreseeable 

future but can, for the time being, probably be considered as less urgent. 

 

All Saints Church 
Repair leaks in copper roof – long term problem (see note at end of this list) 

Install drip barrier along west edge of roof 

Repair cladding to underside of box gutter 

Repair concrete transoms / mullions on east elevation 

Install kerb. Concrete or tarmac the surface of the corner just outside north west corner of 

church to remove trip hazard and protect the manhole cover 

Resurface courtyard between church and hall to remove trip hazard 

Refurbish outer doors and surrounds 

Re-establish boundary fence outside of security fence along north boundary ( the actual 

boundary is about 1.0 metre outside of the security fence which was probably erected so that it 

was clear of the bushes) 

 

 

St Peter’s Church 
Tower - Remove pigeon excrement, repair / seal concrete lattice, prevent pigeon roosting 

Make good loose bricks over St Hugh’s chapel window 

Clear moss from Lady Chapel roof. Wash and relay chippings (outstanding quinquennial work) 

Install safety ring bolts inside tower and around elevations below clerestory level   

Repaint fascias and down pipes 

Refurbish front & back doors and linings 

Take down, re-glue and re-hang inner porch doors 

Reinforce play area fence posts with concrete spurs (2 in immediate need – storm damage) 

Create accessible toilet 

 

 
St Peter’s Church Hall 
Main hall - remove and replace rotten flooring and re-seal 

Refurbish toilets 

Decorate long room 

Treat and seal rusting ends of hall roof sheeting 

 

Note ! The repair of All Saints copper roof is a long standing problem and various temporary 

leak repairs have been attempted with varying degrees of success. The long term solution is to 

replace a total of about 36m2 of copper sheeting on both sides of the nave. Based on the 

current estimates that we have for replacing 20m2 of storm damage at about £15,000, it 

suggests a repair cost of about £30,000 - £35,000, bearing in mind that the storm damage figure 

is only a contractors estimate based on current cost of copper sheeting, the market for which is 

highly volatile. As this church is currently experiencing a significant increase in attendance by 

families it should not be allowed become unusable due to water damage of the underlying 

strawboard which supports the copper. Currently we cannot justify even getting quotations. 
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To summarise, a shortage of funds for over a decade resulted in a large and expensive backlog 

of repair and maintenance issues being inherited by the new Vicar and the PCC in the spring of 

2018. We are a parish with no reserves and few volunteer / personnel resources, which has 

managed to stay solvent through the Covid pandemic but whose financial future is still a 

considerable worry.   

 

Historical Context 

 

The Parish of Maybush has not been able, either before the merger with St Jude’s Parish, nor in 

its current composition, to meet its full Parish Share / Common Mission Fund liability, to cover 

the cost of a single ordained priest, since at least the year 2000. In the years leading up to the 

creation of the Benefice of Maybush and St Jude in 2006 the Share figures were as follows:  

 

2004 full share liability £36,939 less aided parish grant £18,500 = £17,538   (£18,439 paid) 

2005    “      “       “        £38,975   “      “          “        “    £19,500 = £19,475   (£19,475 paid) 

2006    “      “       “        £42,035   “      “          “        “    £21,500 = £20,535   (£21,000 paid) 

2007    “      “       “        £45,939   “      “          “        “    £24,000 = £21,939   (£22,250 paid) 

 

Recently the situation has worsened although the calculation of CMF has devolved to the 

Deanery Finance Committee and adjusted expectations in line with worship numbers but still 

fails to reflect our financial situation necessitating Special Consideration Applications. 

 

2016  basic CMF £23,224 less abatement of £0.00 = £23,224 due   amount paid £18,000 

2017  basic CMF £23,224 less abatement of £0.00 = £23,224 due   amount paid £13,724  

2018  basic CMF £21,302 less abatement of £8,302 = £13,000 due   amount paid £6,000  

2019  basic CMF £21,301 less abatement of £18,496 = £2805 due   amount paid £ 6,000 

2020  basic CMF £18,113 less abatement of £13,113 = £5000 due   amount paid £   nil 

2021  basic CMF £15,985 less abatement of £15,000 = £  985 due     amount paid £ 1,200 

 

Unfortunately I can only access bank balances from 2016 onwards but they show the extremely 

perilous financial state at that time. 

  

 Opening   Closing  Minimum 

Balance  Balance  Balance 

2016  £22,841  £3,052   £2,813   (5 Dec 2016) 

2017 £3,052   £3,734   £   922   (27 Feb 2017) 

2018 £3,734   £8,126   £     57  (28 Feb 2018)  

– the balance of £57  is as shown on the on-line bank statement but the  true balance of funds 

was £34.22. The true balance [bank balance less outstanding payments] also fell below £1,000 

on 9 other days during January and February of 2018.  

 

 

St Jude’s maintenance issues 

 

A There a significant problem with water penetration along the south aisle. Following a 

site inspection with Mr Tim Sage RIBA, our Parish architect, it is considered that the 

existing cavity tray has failed and has ceased to channel water, which has penetrated the 

cavity, to the outside of the outer wall. A permanent solution needs a new cavity tray to 

be installed along the whole length of the nave. As this has been a long term problem 
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there will also be a need for internal re-decoration along the whole south aisle. The 

probable cost is thought to be £10,000 - £15,000. 

 

B  The main windows along the nave have a raised concrete surround which stands proud 

from the brickwork. The surround of the window at the extreme south west corner of 

the main building (the one farthest from the road on the south side) is starting to break 

up and the rusting reinforcement is showing. To clean this up, arrest the rust and coat 

with epoxy mortar is again several hundred pounds assuming that the damage is no 

worse than I noticed and has not deteriorated further since the Parish Architect and I 

looked at it in 2021. It is also quite possible that this problem will start to appear on 

some, or all, of the remaining windows within the foreseeable future. 

 

C The internal drain pipe in the tower is made of steel and has a number of holes in it. 

These have been patched with Denso Tape, which is an anti-corrosion mastic tape, but 

this is a very temporary repair which does not arrest the deterioration of the steel pipe 

from the inside. It only stops water escaping for a while. The real problem may be the 

electrolytic effect of rain water from the copper roof, bearing copper ions, which 

displaces (eats away) the iron in the steel pipe. For some reason that I do not understand 

this effect does not seem to be a problem for cast iron down pipes of the sort that we 

have in the other churches. This steel down pipe therefore needs to be completely 

replaced, probably with uPVC pipe. Again I do not have a precise idea of the cost, but  

the pipe is cast in to at least two cast concrete mezzanine floors, and would have to be 

broken out. It also rises the whole height of the tower, for which scaffolding would be 

required, and because we do not know what happens when the pipe goes underground 

(where the steel pipe ends and the underground, presumably salt glazed pipe, starts), it 

is estimated that it will probably cost £2000 - £4000.    

 

D We do not know the condition of the underground drainage. Having now discovered 

that St Peter’s Hall drainage is pitch fibre pipe the concern would be if St Jude’s Hall 

were also pitch fibre. If it were, it would be coming to the end of its useful life and need 

either replacing or relining. Either option would be several thousand pounds because it 

has been suggested that simple re-lining apparently costs about £100 per metre plus any 

excavation work.  

 

E In 2021 we spent £3500 on repairs to the flat section of the hall roof to make it safe and 

watertight. The decking / sarking board under the old felt was found to be completely 

rotten as was the strawboard insulation and they were replaced together with a new 3 

layer hot felt covering. 

 

F The hall main roof has recently developed some small leaks, which have been repaired, 

but there are indications that the boarding under the felt is deteriorating and probably 

needs to be re-boarded as well as re-felted, with an estimated cost of £10,000 - £12,000. 

 

G We have not had an Energy Performance Assessment carried out on St Jude’s Hall. As 

I understand the current situation, the 2018 legislation required an Energy Performance 

Certificate, recording a level of E or better, to rent or sell the building, but that a 5 year 

easement, for buildings like halls, was allowed until 2023 at which time one would be 

obligatory unless an exemption was granted. Churches seem to be automatically 

exempt. I have spoken to Rolf Hawkins (WDBF Property Director) and he has 

ascertained that an EPC assessment is required which will cost about £450 - £500.  
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The hall has electric heating, which, I am advised, produces a less favourable rating 

using the Government calculator, which may result in the hall failing to reach the 

necessary level E rating. The potential costs to raise the rating to at least level E would 

appear to be of the order of £5,000 - £10,000. 

 

The above is not a comprehensive list of defects, only ones that I am aware of.  

 

Complaint issues 

 

The parishes of Maybush & St Jude were merged from being a benefice in to a new Parish by 

an order dated 22 May 2014. It was decided to merge the electoral rolls in April 2014 in 

anticipation of the creation of the enlarged parish of Maybush.  

 

At that time there were 67 members from St Peter’s and All Saints and 14 from St Jude’s 

making a total of 81. In practice only 2 people from St Jude’s joined the Maybush congregation 

and one of those moved to worship in another church within a few weeks. As a result there has 

been no continuing contribution from the former Parish of St Jude toward the newly formed 

Parish of Maybush. Overall the numbers on the electoral roll have declined from 184 in 1998 ( 

for the former Parish of Maybush) to the current level of 43 (for the combined Parish of 

Maybush and St Jude). 

 

The service register is not in the records that we hold and, as you will have seen from my email 

to the leader of Southampton City Council, I will be unable to check if it is held in the city 

archives until at least Tuesday next to establish the worship total at the time services were 

discontinued but my memory is that only 4 or 5 people attended regularly at the end. 

 

The PCC of St Jude agreed to loan a sum of £7,000 to the PCC of Maybush (source: Maybush 

PCC minutes 24/9/2013). It seems that this was required to replace the rotting wooden 

windows and French (escape) doors along the sides of the main hall of St Peter’s Hall. I have 

no information about arrangements for repayment but the new Parish of Maybush and St Jude 

was formally established on 22/ 5/2014 (source: Pastoral Measure of that date), at which point 

all funds would have been pooled in the consolidated accounts. 

 

Suggestions that St Jude’s has been deliberately not been maintained, is rejected on four 

grounds.  

1. The leaks along the south aisle were longstanding. I have found a diary note that I 

joined Rev Norman Boakes (the newly appointed Vicar of the benefice) at St Jude’s on 

26 May 2006 with the object of using my building knowledge to suggest a cause for 

these leaks. We were shown 12 buckets/ flower pales along the length of the south aisle 

by Mrs Susan Fletcher, who may have been churchwarden at that time. It should also be 

mentioned that a series of leaks of this description (failure of the cavity tray) do not 

appear overnight and it seems likely that the leak had been increasing in severity over a 

number of years. At that time St Jude’s was a separate parish within the new benefice 

and the maintenance was still the responsibility of the St Jude’s PCC. Following this 

visit, on my own volition, with Norman Boakes approval, to attempt a temporary 

respite from the repeated flooding, I re-visited and drilled out the mortar from a number 

of the vertical mortar joints between the bricks immediately above the lead flashing and 

I understand, anecdotally, that this reduced the leak volume of water substantially. I 

gave my opinion that further investigation of the brickwork cavity would be required 

and that I thought it probable that the problem was a failed cavity tray. As I ceased to 



Appendix C 

have an involvement with the running of the then Parish of Maybush in the spring of 

2008. I heard no more about it until 2018 during discussions about the preparations for 

the sale. 

 

2. The problem with the steel rainwater down pipe in the tower is undoubtedly not a new 

one. Although I made temporary repairs in 2020 to stop water flooding the porch and 

the church body just inside the inner entrance doors, a similar repair had been made at 

some time at the very bottom of this pipe, probably a number of years earlier and 

almost certainly before 2018.     

   

3. The parish has no reserves. The capital sum held in the CCLA Church of England 

Investment Account is an endowment and only the interest is available to the PCC. The 

parish is principally relying on the income from its fairly new church hall at All Saints. 

The sale of St Jude’s has been in progress since the autumn of 2018 and all income 

from regular hire ceased in March 2020 because of the Covid lock-down and then in 

order to give vacant possession for the impending sale it cannot be resumed.  

 

In 2018 St Jude’s income =£ 7,910,  costs = £ 7,705 surplus £    205 

In 2019  “     “          “      = £ 7,483       “     = £ 8,672 deficit  £ 1,189 

In 2020 “     “          “        =£ 1,865,  costs = £ 6,592 deficit  £ 4,727 

In 2021  “     “          “      = £     nil,       “     = £ 6,166 deficit  £ 6,166 

 

4. In 2018 the cost of grounds maintenance at St Jude’s was £250 for the year, which does 

not sound very much but in the financial circumstances since, has been an unacceptable 

cost. Sadly without a church warden for over 2 years and the lack of almost any able 

bodied / younger people there has been no possibility of getting volunteers to do any 

gardening work.  

 

Steuart Thompson 

Parish Treasurer to the Parish of Maybush 

 

10 August 2022 
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A GENERALLY. 

 
A1 History. 

 
(a) The original Church on this site opened in March 1880 – but of temporary 

construction. The present Church was constructed in 1955 to a design by architects 

Gutteridge & Gutteridge Southampton. This firm changed its name to Gutteridges in 

the 1980s but the office closed in the late 1990s and no longer exists. 

 

 It was consecrated on 6th April 1956 by  

Bishop of Winchester – Rt. Rev Dr Alwyn Williams. 

  

 

(b) It is formed in yellow buff brickwork with steel stanchions supporting a steel truss  

roof structure with an inverted bottom boom giving support to the ceiling. 

 The main roof covering is clay Roman tiles. On the Tower and North entrance porch 

there is copper roofing with standing seam joints 

 Elsewhere there is asphalt roof covering to flat roofs above the Aisles, south porch and  

 ancillary area. 

 
A2 Situation. 

 
The Church lies within a socially deprived area of Southampton, with its entrance 

from Warren Avenue on the east side. 

 
 It is positioned in a traditional east west orientation but the altar is at the west end with 

a blank gable end.  The east end facing Warren Avenue has a large feature window. 

 

 Behind the Church is a hall, built after the Church was constructed.  

 

A3  Accommodation. 
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ST. JUDES CHURCH, SHIRLEY WARREN 

 

The accommodation consists of a large Nave and Chancel (24m x 8m x 9m high) with 

1.8m wide Aisles on either side.  The Sanctuary is 6.7m x 4m deep.  

The main entrance is via the north porch under the Tower. The south porch and north 

west porch - adjacent to the Sanctuary - are rarely used. 

 

There is a vestry, choir vestry/meeting room and youth office - converted from the 

previous choir vestry. This ancillary area now has a rear entrance and includes gents 

and ladies toilet, together with a flower room.  

 

The small organ is situated to the rear of the Church with a font central to the Nave 

and prominent as one enters the church from the north porch.  

 

There is a small car park at the front behind railings and a lockable gate, plus side 

access to an independent and unattached church hall.  

 

B INTRODUCTION 

 
B1 The Report 

 
    (a) This is a general report describing defects and shortcomings in respect of the structure 

and surrounds, coupled - where applicable - recommendations for action.  It must not 

be regarded as a specification for the execution of the requisite remedial measures. 

 

    (b) Some of the work may require a Faculty application and therefore this should be borne 

in mind before executing the remedial measures. 

 

B2 Scope of Report 

 

    (a) This report is prepared from the findings of inspections generally made from the 

ground, floor levels and from ladder access where such could be safely installed for 

higher viewing - particularly over the roof covering. 

 

    (b) It is emphasised that the inspections were generally visual and I have not inspected 

woodwork or other parts of the structure, which are covered, inaccessible or 

unexposed and therefore I am unable to report that any such part is free from defect. 

 

 

B2 Scope of Report 

 

(c) Furthermore I am obliged to state the following:- 

 

 I must stress that I have not carried out any investigation to determine whether High 

Alumina Cement was used during the construction of the buildings inspected and I am 

therefore unable to report that the buildings are free from risk in this report. 
 



ST. JUDES CHURCH, SHIRLEY WARREN 

 

 In view of the possible potential danger connected with High Alumina Cement 

Concrete, I strongly recommend that a suitable qualified engineer carry out the 

appropriate investigations, inspections, and tests immediately. 

 
B3 Annual Maintenance and Insurance.  

 
 The P.C.C. is advised to enter into contracts with:- 

 

   (a) Local building contractor to clean out gutters, down pipes and drains.            

     

   (b) Steeplejack for testing of lightning conductor.   

    

   (c) Electrical contractor for testing of the electrical and heating equipment. 

 

   (d) It is further recommended that a note of these inspections and/or reports be attached to 

the Church Log Book and that the insurance cover on the buildings should be 

reviewed periodically. 
 
B4 The Church Log Book. 

 

     It is essential that all repairs, improvements etc. carried out between Quinquennium be 

clearly listed in the Church Log Book, and to be made available to the inspecting 

Architect at the next quinquennial inspection. 

 

 It is with pleasure to note that historical information was given. 

 Advice from the architect can be given on any of these matters if requested.   

 
Circulation of Report. 

Copies of report are sent to:- 

 

The Secretary of the  

Diocesan Advisory Committee for the Care of Churches.  (1) 

Incumbent.         (1) 

Churchwardens.       (2) 



 

 

ST. JUDE’S CHURCH 

SHIRLEY WARREN 

SOUTHAMPTON 

 

 

 

 

1. EXTERNAL WALLS 

 

(a) The yellow brick external walls in stretcher bond are in good condition with 

reasonable pointing, although there is some dead ivy on north side, which could now 

be removed. 

 Ivy should also be removed on the south wall of the utility area & south porch, where 

it has grown onto the roof. 

 

(b) There is a small diagonal crack in brickwork running from the Sanctuary north 

window. This has been there for many years and has not become worse.  

 

(c)  Another diagonal crack is evident at the east end of the south Nave wall.  

Again, same as last QI report. 

 

(d) A four letter word has been daubed with white paint on the south elevation under the 

utility window, otherwise there is no other areas affected by graffiti. This has now 

been there for some time. 

 

(e) There was no evidence of rising dampness. 

 

2.   TOWER 

 

(a) The brickwork of the tower is in satisfactory condition and there are no noticeable 

defects.  

 

(b) It was not possible to gain access to the inside of the Tower, as the door to the ladder 

cupboard leading up to the Tower was locked.   

   

(c) The hardwood timber louvres at high level looked in reasonable condition, as viewed 

by binoculars. 

 

3.   RAINWATER GOODS 

 

(a) The wider deep flow black PVC guttering, which had been fitted along the south and 

north elevation of the Nave are all in reasonably good order. 

 

(b) The leaking gutter joint on south elevation has been repaired since last QI and it would 

appear to have resolved the leaking roof problem above the South Aisle. 

 

(c) All the downpipes are in aluminium, with shoes discharging above the flat roof of 

each Aisle. These are intact, but have flaking painted surface due to omitting the zinc 

phosphate primer to aluminium surface prior to decorating. No change since last QI.. 
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3.   RAINWATER GOODS (continued) 

 

(d) All other outlets, down pipes and galleys appear satisfactory. 

 

(e) Flaking paintwork on facia, bargeboard & soffit. Due to easy access from flat aisle 

roofs, this could be decorated relatively safely. 

 

4.   WINDOWS, GLAZING & VENTILATION 

 

(a) There are 14 attractive square stained and painted leaded lights within both Aisles. 

Elsewhere the glass is simply frosted with a slight tint, with some replacement panes 

in clear glass. 

 

(b) The only other stained glass window is a single window on the south side of the 

Sanctuary installed after 1961. This now shows signs of water penetration via the 

reveal and mullion. It is exposed to the prevailing rain. 

 

(c) There are horizontal pivot windows to the clerestory lights. These would need to be 

opened with a rod but were not tested. Surprisingly there were very few broken panes 

at the time of inspection. 

 

(d) The concrete surround to the clerestory windows are still in good condition. 

However, there is a large crack of both top and middle section of mullion on 

Sanctuary south window above flat roof area - due to rusting reinforcement popping 

the concrete cover. 

 

(e) There is a broken pane to the transom light in the Youth office. Break-ins have 

occurred here in the past, evidenced by the unpainted putty. Now that grilles are fitted 

internally these could now be painted. Still evident and mentioned in last QI. 

 

(f) The galvanized steel clerestory windows are now flaking badly, particular on the south 

side, where exposed to the prevailing weather. These should be decorated but using 

appropriate calcium plumbate primer to avoid further flaking in future. 

 

(g) The feature east window is divided into three vertical sections, with plain tinted 

obscure glazing. The LH mullion (as viewed from outside) has cracked and beginning 

to exfoliate.  

 

It has become worse since first mentioned in last QI and there have been some repairs 

to other areas in the past. 

 

There is also some putty broken away and now missing. 
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5.   ROOF STRUCTURE & COVERINGS 

 

(a) The asphalt roof covering on both South & North Aisles look to be in reasonable 

condition with no noticeable defects. However, on the North Aisle there is a 

substantive amount of stone debris, which should now be cleared away. 

 

 The covering has solar reflective paint finish and an asbestos promenade tile is placed 

under the shoe of the three downpipes which discharge from the main roof. 

 

(b) There is expansion tear on the asphalt above utility area and also under zinc flashing at 

south east corner of this section of roof. 

 No evidence of water penetration, but could cause problems in the future. 

 

(c) It is clear that thieves have been on site, as they have stolen the lead flashing to the 

Church Hall roof. Fortunately, the Church has zinc flashing above the flat roof areas 

and I am certain that choice has saved further theft here. 

 

(d) A small area of zinc flashing is distorted at a lap joint, on the North Aisle – this is the 

same as last QI. 

 

(e) Copper roof to north porch looks in good condition but again facias have flaking 

paintwork. You need to be vigilant during these times of metal theft, especially with 

high value of copper. There are now Smart-water times fixed to wall and I understand 

this proactive precaution has been taken. 

 

(f)  The clay Roman tiling to the main roof appears to be in reasonable condition,  

although many are now either cracked or broken. 

 

(g) There are many cracks in the jointing of the concrete copings stones to the parapet 

around the South porch. 

 

(h) There is a piece of zinc flashing missing under the parapet above the outlet, by the 

circular roof light above the South Aisle. Unchanged since last QI. 

 

(i) There are a couple of loose bedded coping stones on flat roof parapet on south side 

around the vestry roof. 

 

6.   INTERNAL WALLS 

 

(a) The fairfaced red brick walls to the Aisles are in English bond using brickettes, all in 

good condition. 
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6.   INTERNAL WALLS (continued) 

 

(b) At clerestory level the walls have a painted artex finish. The white painted buttresses 

are striking and show no cracks. The yellow walls could now be decorated. 

 

(c) Minor crack at high level by outside wall of choir vestry. 

 

7. CEILINGS 

 

(a) The pitch roof ceiling above Nave and Sanctuary area is in good condition and looks 

to be recently decorated. Above the sanctuary, there is a rich blue colour with white 

diamond lattice timber pattern and occasional boss. 

 

The same blue colour is used at the east end with the diamond lattice in the same 

colour. The Nave is in a pleasant lighter aquamarine colour. 

 

(b) The South Aisle still shows staining from previous leaks. 

 

(c) Crack in North Aisle ceiling by the entrance porch and where previous surface conduit 

has now been removed, this leaves an undecorated strip. 

 

(d) There are some areas of flaking paintwork within the Vestry and choir vestry. 

 

 

8.   FLOORING 

 

(a) The herringbone wood block floor to the Sanctuary is in reasonable condition with a 

central yellow carpet to the high Altar step, which is beginning to look discoloured 

now – mentioned in previous QI. 

 

(b) The Nave and Chancel has a mix pattern of basket weave and stretcher bond 

‘Granowood’ floor finish in worn but reasonable condition, although slippery in some 

places. This is some staining where leaks had occurred previously by columns 

adjacent to south & north porches. 

 

(c) There is a pattern red carpet through the central aisle with russet carpet from the 

Chancel step to the Sanctuary. 

 

(d) The central crack from north to south has been mentioned previously and is certainly 

worse on the south side, but it would appear to be no worse since the last QI, although 

some black & yellow warning tape has now been placed across it. 
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9.   DECORATION 

 

(a) The galvanized steel clerestory windows, above the aisles are flaking badly with ones 

on the South side much worse due to exposure to prevailing winds. 

 The windows above the South Aisle are easy to get to and relatively safe to work on, 

so these should be decorated first. 

 

(b) The white painted soffit and bargeboard to the Nave roof is flaking on all sides and 

could now do with redecoration. Mentioned in previous QI. 

 

(c) The lemon painted walls are now in need of decoration, especially where there has 

now been substantial rewiring of light fittings. 

 The previous conduit has been removed leaving undecorated sections. 

 

(d) The Sanctuary pastel wall colour is in a reasonable condition. 

 

10.   FIXTURES & FITTINGS 

 

(a) The stone font is sited in the central rear area of the Nave. 

 

(b) There are metal relief ‘Stations of the Cross’ sited around the Aisle walls. 

 Wooden, metal & brass candlestick holders in a variety of designs are sited at the high 

Altar. 

 

(c) Since the last QI, there has been re-ordering modifications with small chapels sited 

against both South and North Aisles - in the centre of the Nave - for smaller more 

intimate services. 

 

(d) Some choir pews have now been removed to the rear of the Church since the last QI 

with loose timber chairs replacing them at the Chancel step. Less comfortable timber 

are used in a variety of informal arrangements within the Nave. 

 

11.  EXTERNAL DOORS 

 

(a) There is a pair of hardwood doors to each of the three porches. 

The main Tower entrance and the northwest porch doors are in reasonable condition 

and well maintained. 

 

(b) However, the pair on the South Porch is rotten at the bottom and there is no 

weatherboard or threshold. This was mentioned in last QI. 
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12.   HEATING 

 

(a) Essentially, this has always been unsatisfactory. 

 The old built in electric convectors set within brick surrounds, down the aisles no 

longer work, but can remain in position for decorative purposes. 

 

 Thankfully, the portable LPG heaters are no longer used, although some are still 

stored down the aisle. The old infrared heaters were expensive to run and some never 

worked. 

 

(b) The infrared heaters are now being replaced with newer more efficient models, but so 

far only two are fitted. Where the old ones were removed, the undecorated areas are 

more noticeable. 

 

(c) Portable oil fired radiators and convectors are used elsewhere for vestry and ancillary 

areas. 

 

13.   ELECTRICAL INSTALLATION 

 

(a) Rewired about six years ago at a substantial cost to the Parish, but at least aided by 

loans & grants. 

 

(b) New polypropylene conduit is now exposed in a number of places with visible cabling 

to light fittings. These cables to the high level SON lights should have been in conduit. 

However, where previous mini-trunking and conduit has been removed the areas need 

decorating to blend in with the walls. 

 

(c) The aisles have an attractive wall light fittings and elsewhere new light fitting have 

been installed with low energy lamps. 

 

(d) Timber or MDF (depending upon location) back plates have been fitted to the 

pattresses on exposed brickwork areas. 

 

(e) The old infrared heaters are now being removed in stages and replaced by modern 

ones. The PCC has a regular electrician to undertake this work. 

 

14.   SANITARY FITTINGS 

 

(a) There is a Flower sink with instantaneous hot water heater in vestibule, leading to 

single ladies WC. 

 

 (b) The single gents WC only has cold water to the wash basin.  
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14.   SANITARY FITTINGS 

 

(c) The incoming water main and stopcock is within the Ladies cubicle. Proper foam 

lagging to these exposed copper pipework within the unheated areas should be done. 

 

(d) There are no disabled toilet facilities or baby changing area. I think this should now be 

considered. 

 

15.   LIGHTNING CONDUCTOR 

 

(a) There would appear to be a single air terminal on the Tower, with copper conductor 

down to earth. Fortunately, it has not been cut lower down for scrap  

It is generally recommended to check the efficiency of the ohms resistance every five 

years, but in this instance there are greater priorities elsewhere. 

 

16.   FIRE PRECAUTIONS 

 

(a) There are three 9 litre water extinguishers, one within the Tower entrance and one 

each side of the Chancel arch. A CO2 extinguisher is positioned close by the organ. 

These are regularly serviced once a year. 

 

(b) The south porch is only used as a flower store, but should be kept as a fire exit,  

should there be large numbers in the Church. 

 

(c) The north west porch is used as a chair store although there is still means of exit here. 

 

(d) Some emergency lighting could be installed - both within and adjacent - to the north 

entrance porch. 

 

17.   SECURITY 

 

(a) New lock to external door to northwest entrance. Concertina window grilles to rear 

utility windows ensure that it is relatively secure at the rear. 

 

(b) The fire exit door at the rear has a CHUBB deadlock and Yale lock at this vulnerable 

entry point.  

 

(c) The main entry doors are solid with its original lock.  

 

(d) Polycarbonate sheeting has been fixed to each individual stained glass window to both 

South & North Aisles. 
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17.   SECURITY (continued) 

  

(e) Whilst there has been no evidence of entry via the two circular roof lights above the 

south Aisle, these are vulnerable points, so security bars internally could be considered. 

 

(f) It is noticed that Smart-water has now been applied to vulnerable metal parts, to 

hopefully avoid future thefts. 

 

18.   ORGAN 

 

(a) Used every week and serviced once a year. This is positioned at the rear of the Church. 

There is a split in the oak seat, but of little consequence. 

 

(b) There is also an upright piano with stool. 

 

19.   BOUNDARY WALLS & CAR PARK etc 

 

(a) Low brick wall to front boundary with thin black spear steel railings and lockable gate 

entrance. The steel railings are now rusting and could do with repainting. There may 

be opportunities for probation to organize work groups under the Community Services 

programme to undertake this work. This was mentioned in previous QI. 

 

(b) The tarmacadam car park and entrance is in reasonable condition but the concrete 

ramp to the north entrance is breaking up and will need repairing soon. There are also 

some broken and uneven flagstones. 

 

(c) There is a new ‘St. Judes Church’ sign in attractive text fixed to the east elevation. 

The blue notice signs for the parish and youth project are strategically positioned just 

beyond the front boundary railings and it is clearly important for the gates to the 

grounds to be locked when not in use.  

 

(d) Along the neighbouring boundaries there are a mixture of hedges, wire fence and 

timber fencing. 

 

(e) One tree branch on east side of north porch should be cut back so that it doesn’t 

damage the copper roof.  

 

There is a regular gardening group who tend to the vegetation, keeping it under control 

and I understand they will be coming again in the Autumn. 

 

 

 



 

 

ST. JUDE’S CHURCH 

SHIRLEY WARREN 

SOUTHAMPTON 

 

 

 

 

 

20.  WORKS OF REPAIR IN ORDER OF PRIORITY- 

 

(a) Urgent 

  

 1(a)  Remove ivy from brickwork. 

 5(a)  Remove stone debris from flat roof areas. 

 19(e)  Cut back branch from Porch copper roof. 

  

 

(b)  Essential with in 18 months  

  

 3(d)5(e)9(b)   Decorate facia boards, soffit & 

barge board where easily accessible. 

 4(b)(d)(g)   Window reveal & mullion repairs 

 12(b)    Replacement infrared heaters. 

 

(c) Essential with in Quinquennium  

 

 4(f)9(a) Decorate clerestory windows externally 

 5(b)(g)(i) Attend to asphalt expansion tears and 

          bedding of coping stones. 

 6(b)7(b)13(b) Decoration of yellow internal walls & Aisles ceilings. 

11(b)  Repair & decorate south porch doors. 

19(b)  Repair to entrance ramp & broken flagstones. 

 

(d) Desirable 

 

 5(f)    Replacement of cracked & broken roof tiles. 

 14(d)    Provide disabled toilet facility. 

 15    Lightning conductor test. 

 16(b)(d) Emergency lighting to North Porch. 

Keep porches free for fire exit. 

 19(a)  Painting of external railings & gate. 

 



Appendix E 

Future Mission and Ministry in the benefice of Maybush 

The Revd Jane Bakker, Priest in Charge 

 

Increased capacity for mission 

The first thing to say is that these proposals will free up capacity. Maintaining six buildings in 

this parish is a drain on our limited resources. Not just financial and administratively, but 

pastorally. The longer this process goes on, the worse our reputation gets. This has a long- 

term impact to mission in the Shirley Warren area.  

Whilst we would need to make some urgent investment in our remaining buildings, it would 

be my hope that the biggest difference would be in what we could offer as a church. We have 

a number of projects that we would like to explore or develop, for example: 

Pioneering 

We have a trained pioneer minister who lives in Shirley Warren. Together with a minister 

from a local independent church, he goes out weekly to meet people, to build relationships 

and to explore pioneer possibilities. We would want to ringfence some of the proceeds of St 

Jude’s sale to ensure that there is a missional fund available for when such projects begins to 

take shape.  

All Saints’  

My vision for All Saints’ church and hall is that it is a hub for the whole community. The hall is 

well used. Whilst we are currently limited in what we can offer as a church, I would like to see 

this increase. I want the whole site to have a community feel, with a shared vision with our 

local area and a clear sense that the church is a credible and relevant participant.  

One way in which we are doing this through Millbrook Marketplace.  

This is a new collaboration with Southampton City Mission to host a weekly food club that 

provides food to local families and individuals, as well as reducing food waste. It provides a 

‘slow shopping’ experience (unlike a foodbank). And encourages building relationships as a 

focal point. Through it we are getting to know some of the hidden vulnerabilities on our 

estate.  

It also provides a much-needed storefront to the church. This has been a significant 

eyeopener to members and volunteers alike. This kind of project is not what they expect 

from the church, and it allows God's generosity to be shown in practical ways. 

Maybush PCC have committed themselves wholeheartedly to this project despite the 

financial burden that it brings.  

The Marketplace provides a good example of how our buildings enable mission. But, in order 

to build on this project, we will need further investment in our kitchen which is only suitable 

for providing light refreshments. If, for example, we wanted to offer hot food to our 
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members; consider cooking classes, school holiday food provision, lunch clubs for isolated 

people (all of which have been suggested as spinoffs of the Marketplace) we would need to 

invest in the kitchen.  

Having said that, even though our buildings are in poor repair, I would not want to see us 

invest in them for the sake of having well maintained buildings. I always want to see a 

missional case for improvements we make to our buildings.  I am much more interested in 

investing in the people in our community. That is where we see the most difference.  

Wider Church Partnerships 

I am currently in talks with two wealthier parishes in the diocese to support us in practical 

ways. We are in the early stages of discussing the possibility of employing a part time 

community worker for our parish.   

Schools and Pre-schools 

We would love to rekindle our relationships with local schools. We have eight in the parish 

including two for those with additional needs plus several pre-schools.  

We would be delighted to partner with Tiny Toes in providing pastoral and spiritual support 

for the staff, children and parents at St Jude’s nursery.  

This gives a flavour of what we are doing here and some of our hopes for the future. My 

vision for the churches here is that we must be local, involved, generous and adaptable. 

Whatever has worked in the past will not serve us, or our communities, now. We have to find 

new ways of engaging and responding. And that takes time, people, energy and money.  

Revd Jane Bakker 

August, 2022 



Summary of Representations  

Representations against 

Representations from members of the Romanian Orthodox Church 

Metropolitan Joseph, Metropolitan of Western and Southern Europe in the Romanian 
Orthodox Patriarchate, confirms that the church of Saint Calinic from  Cernica, which 
worshipped at St Jude’s from 2015 to 2020 is a member church of the Patriarchate 
and has his support in its wish to acquire St Jude’s. 

He explains that this is the only Romanian Orthodox Church in the southeast of 
England  and says there are some 30,000 Romanians residing within the localities of 
Southampton and Portsmouth alone. The church provides an integral role in the 
provision of ministry and pastoral support to a very large community. 

He says that the church’s priest, Rev Ovidiu Semerean, had grown his congregation 
to become a true ‘spiritual home’ for many and attracted up to 400 people on a 
Sunday. Alongside weekly Divine Liturgy and multitude of services they also held 
many occasional offices and have made significant contributions to numerous 
charitable projects, both in Romania and Southampton. 

The Metropolitan notes that St Jude’s is ideally situated in terms of location and 
public transport links, with adequate space to accommodate the large numbers 
wishing to attend. Sale to them would allow the greater use of the venue to maximise 
its potential to serve the community in a constructive fashion. He adds that there is a 
warm relationship between the Romanian church community and local residents, 
and says it is no coincidence that many of them are actively advocating St Jude’s 
retention as a place of Romanian Christian worship and hub of community 
fellowship. 

He understands why the Diocese might consider low attendance and the need to 
address the economic impact of the pandemic as factors in selling the St Jude’s 
building and grounds. However, he thinks it  important to maintain a strong and 
vibrant Christian presence in all areas and urges you to reconsider any plans to 
decommission St Jude’s and sell to a non-faith purpose. He asks that you re-engage 
with Father Ovidiu and other community members seeking to ensure that St Jude’s 
remains a place of Christian worship. 

The Reverend Ovidiu Semerean writing on behalf of the Romanian Orthodox 
community in Southampton confirms that his congregation rented St Jude’s from 
2015 to March 2020 during which time it always paid its rent on time and undertook 
repairs to the building. He says that, following closure during the pandemic, they 
were not allowed to return and given short notice to leave as St Jude’s was to be 
sold.   

Since then, they have repeatedly offered to purchase St Jude’s: their offer during the 
community asset moratorium was refused with no explanation or expectation as to 
price; their offer to match the best price following the open marketing period was 
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refused on the grounds that the preferred buyer was a cash purchaser, even though 
they subsequently said they would find an alternative to loan financing. He adds that 
they also offered to carry out repairs if allowed to reoccupy the church, pending sale, 
but this was also refused. 

Fifty-four other members of the Romanian Orthodox community, including the 
present and former Romanian honorary consuls in Southampton also write 
individually asking for St Jude’s to be sold to them. They also submit two petitions 
(one of 25 signatures and the other with 18 signatures) in support of a sale to them 
rather than for nursery and office/light industrial use) 

They say that St Jude's has been the nucleus around which the Romanian 
community formed and developed; young families moved to Southampton to be 
closer to the church, to take their children to Sunday school, to ensure they did not 
forget their mother tongue. They all work and contribute greatly to the local and 
regional economy: they are teachers, doctors, cleaners, porters, builders, carers, 
and nurses, many working at the Southampton General Hospital which is nearby. 
They are God-fearing people who yearn to have their own church and wish to return 
to St Jude’s and say that the Romanian Orthodox Patriarchate is a Trinitarian church 
and that Romanian values are very similar to British ones, including the Christian 
ones. They also pay tribute to the work of Father Ovidiu and give many other 
examples of the spiritual and cultural  importance of their congregation to them as 
individuals and to the Romanian community in general.  

They say that, before using St Jude’s the nearest Romanian Orthodox church was in 
London and that the range of their congregation extends beyond Southampton and 
Portsmouth to Poole, Alton, Petersfield, Fareham and Winchester. Since the 
closure of St Jude's, they say they have been worshipping at St Katherine’s church, 
Exbury Gardens, in the New Forest, which is an old and beautiful building, but is far 
too small for them, is too far from Southampton and is inaccessible by public 
transport.  

However, Father Ovidiu thanks the Diocese for allowing the use of St Jude’s at the 
beginning, St Peter’s church hall (at Maybush) after that and then until now at St 
Katherine’s church. 

Representations from local residents and church members 

Forty representations come from local residents and other Anglican church 
members, who also submit two petitions (one with 1,419 signatures and one with 
205 signatures). They also refer to an earlier petition with 1,050 signatures from 
2016 which they say they have been told is no longer admissible as it was with 
respect to a proposed disposal for residential development rather than the uses now 
proposed). They have three principal concerns: 
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Continued use of St Jude’s as a place of Christian worship 

The individual representors and the signatories to the petitions object to the sale of 
St Jude’s church and hall to any private enterprise and want to retain it for worship 
and/or community use. 

St Jude’s church is said to be a much-loved church completed in 1956 on land 
bequeathed by a local resident, with 50% of the cost of its construction and 100% of 
the cost of the church hall being met by local residents – many of the current 
residents contributed their pocket money towards the cost of both and hence have 
much emotional attachment and affection for the church.  

One says that until 2010 there was a regular Sunday attendance of around 38 
worshippers and attributes the demise of St Jude’s to poor management by the 
Church of England. He says that when the then vicar retired, he was not replaced, 
with only stand-in priests, at best, offered, some of whom never turned up at the last 
minute to take services, leading to a dwindling attendance, which in turn led to the 
church effectively closing sometime around 2014/15. He considers this another 
example of a High Church congregation in the Diocese not being supported. 

He also says that, against the wishes of both the worshippers and the PCC, St 
Jude’s was subsumed into the parish of Maybush; worshippers of the former were 
encouraged to worship at St Peter’s in the latter. This never worked because of the 
lack of public transport and the 25 minutes walking distance between the two. St 
Jude’s, regular worshippers moved to other churches, denominations, or faiths 
instead. 

Another representor points out that St Jude’s always paid its parish share until 2014 
and made a loan of £4,000 for roof works required to St Peter’s church, which was 
never repaid. 

Many of those opposed to the draft Scheme refer to the use of St Jude’s by the 
Romanian Orthodox between 2015 and 2020 and say that the church hall was used 
by a Filipino Christian congregation, which had its occupation terminated at the same 
time. They consider that that there is still very much a viable ‘Christian church’ use 
option available for St Jude’s, by allowing the Romanian Orthodox Church 
congregation to purchase the church building and the Filipinos to return to the church 
hall. Some think this would also allow Anglican worship to resume in the church or 
the hall, but all would prefer to see both sites sold for Christian worship than for a 
commercial use.  

However, one believes it would be morally wrong to sell the St Jude church building, 
with its huge repair liabilities, to the Romanians, many of whom are of modest 
means. Instead, he suggests it should be leased to them at a fair rent, while also 
allowing a St Jude’s congregation, with its own priest, to use the building. Likewise, 
the hall could be rented to the Filipino congregation allowing all three worshipping 
communities would survive and thrive in harmony.  
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Some refer to the donation of the church site and ask what the donor would think of it 
being disposed of for a non-church use. Some think that there may be a covenant in 
the conveyance of the site which would prevent this and question how or why this is 
being overturned. Some, particularly the Chair and Vice-Chair of the Save St Jude’s 
Group who say they write on behalf of all who signed the 2016 petition, also refer to 
the guidance in the Code of Practice to the Mission and Pastoral Measure which 
indicates that the preferred use for a closed church should be worship by another 
Christian body and say this should be given preference over seeking the best sale 
price.  

They point out that the 2016 petition was against the sale of the St Jude’s site for 
residential development and that the petitioners and the Maybush PCC both 
favoured sale for a non-commercial use. They say that the previous Archdeacon of 
Bournemouth had also recommended that the Romanian Church should be the 
preferred buyers. Some (and one of the Romanians) say that sale to the Romanian 
Orthodox would also accord with the Church of England’s commitment to the 
provision of a Christian presence in every place.  

No need for a Tiny Toes nursery on this site 

Many of the individual representors question the need for a nursery use for St 
Jude’s. They say that there are already a number of nurseries and pre-schools in the 
Shirley Warren area and that Tiny Toes already have an established nursery a mile 
away. They suggest that there are other more suitable sites for a nursery available. 
Some also say that the fees charged by Tiny Toes are too high for a nursery in a 
relatively poor area.   

Intentions of Tiny Toes to develop for other uses 

They also believe that the proposed nursery use is “a carrot” and that the real 
intention of Tiny Toes is to develop the site for office or light industrial use. They 
point out that some of the Tiny Toes directors are also directors of property 
development companies. Some also suggest that maintenance of St Jude’s since 
2014 has been neglected in order to justify its demolition for development of the site. 

Procedural concerns 

Several representors raise procedural concerns (some of which are based on 
misunderstandings).   

One asks why the process for closure and disposal of St Jude’s which was begun in 
2016 was abandoned.  

Some (who think a decision on closure and sale of the church needs to be made by 
the PCC concerned) ask who within the Church hierarchy decided on accepting the 
bid from Tiny Toes and why the Romanians’ bids were not favourably considered? 

They refer to the minutes of Maybush PCC in 2016 when the PCC voted against the 
then proposed residential development or any commercial use of the building and in 
favour of a disposal for continued religious or community use. They say that the PCC 
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no longer has these minutes, but one says that a copy has been found. One also 
says the minutes of the last meeting of the St Jude’s PCC in 2014 at which it voted 
to keep St Jude’s in use are also missing. 

One says that the Diocesan agents invited best and final offers for St Jude’s on their 
website on 16th January 2021 with bids required that day and ask why this was. (NB 
My understanding is that the date of 16th January is just a header and no date for 
submitting bids is specified although this could be open to misunderstanding). 

One asks why, when it was said at the “drop-in session” held at St Jude’s that Tiny 
Toes proposed no changes to the exterior of the building and would not require 
planning permission, they have now submitted a planning application. He thinks it 
confusing that the Mission and Pastoral Measure process and the planning 
application are proceeding at the same time and that the latter should not be taken 
forward until the former has been determined. 

Another representor, Mr Rule, raises several questions regarding the application of 
any sale proceeds from a sale of St Jude’s – whether the proceeds of the land and 
the building need to be applied differently; whether proceeds of the land still have to 
be applied for ecclesiastical purposes in the parish of Shirley; or whether they now 
need to be applied to the parish of Maybush. He also asks whether any sale could 
include a covenant by the purchaser that they or their successors would not 
demolish the St Jude’s building without the consent of Shirley PCC. 

Mr Rule also asks the whereabouts of some contents of the church and how they 
and the stained glass would be dealt with. 

(NB Mr Rule’s question and the understanding of others that the consent of the PCC 
to a disposal of the church and its site is required may stem from a misunderstanding 
of its current ownership – see Q14 in our letter) 

Chinese Southampton Christian Fellowship 

Separately, the Trustees of the Chinese Southampton Christian Fellowship have 
come forward to say they want to take on the St Jude’s building and object to Tiny 
Toes doing so – they too feel, for reasons reflecting those of the Romanians, that the 
building should continue to be used for Christian worship. They also say that they 
made an offer for the St Jude’s building when it was marketed in 2016 and are 
surprised that they were not contacted as part of the current round of marketing to 
ask if they were still interested. 
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Representations in favour 

The Area Dean says that she and the Southampton Deanery Mission and Pastoral 
Committee support the proposals. She says there are two other church buildings in 
the parish which cannot  afford to maintain all three. St Jude’s has not been used for 
regular Anglican worship since 2014 and the local community has not shown itself 
willing or able to be involved or to contribute to the cost of its upkeep: in contrast 
there has been growth and greater involvement at All Saints, Redbridge. The best 
bid for St Jude’s was received from Tiny Toes as a pre-school and nursery, which 
would be is a good use of an empty building and would help the local community, 
which scores highly for social deprivation, with affordable childcare and local jobs.  

Fifteen local residents, most of whom have used the nearby Tiny Toes nursery at 
Lordshill and pay tribute to its work, support this use for an empty building, which 
also has the perfect outdoor space for a playground. They say there is a need for 
more nursery space in the area especially for some of the 11,500 people who work 
at the nearby Southampton General Hospital (said to be a four-minute walk away) as 
other nurseries are over-subscribed – especially the one located within the Hospital. 

Two directors of Tiny Toes and the manager of their Lordshill nursery also support 
the draft Scheme. They say Tiny Toes had put in an offer to buy St Jude’s in 2016, at 
which time the local action group supported their bid in preference to a residential 
development. The Diocese decided not to proceed with a sale, but in October 2020 
its agents informed Tiny Toes of its forthcoming marketing leading to its current bid 
and investment. The local residents had sought to have the church hall designated 
as an Asset of Community Value to enable them to buy it themselves – but this 
appears not to have progressed. 

They say that Tiny Toes were advised that they were the preferred bidder on the 
basis of their higher bid and being more financially viable – and had been advised 
that the Church, as a charity, was required to achieve best price. They point out that 
the building is in a poor state of repair and will require them to undertake significant 
investment and say they have, in the intervening 15 months, incurred costs in 
connection with the planning process They, therefore, consider it unfair that the 
Romanian Church is now trying to re-open the bidding process. 

They say that the Tiny Toes family has a diverse range of cultures and community 
members, speaking a variety of languages, and has a proven track record of  
catering to the varying needs of the children and families concerned. They want to 
work with the community and would be happy for the building to be used out of 
weekday nursery times for appropriate community uses. They will also employ 22 
locally recruited staff if their bid succeeds.  

They say their Lordshill site has places for 127 children and is completely full, with a 
waiting list, and some of the parents are eagerly awaiting the opening of Tiny Toes at 
St Jude’s. They say that there is a need for additional nursery places, for those 
working at the Hospital as well as residents. They also say that Tiny Toes’ rates are 
the best in the area, being below the government funding level. This is recognised by 
the Southampton Council Early Years Team, with which Tiny Toes has an excellent 
working relationship. 
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Tiny Toes attended the drop-in session on the proposed use and say no negative 
comments were received from the local residents. Some they met now appear to 
have changed their minds and want the building to remain as a place of worship. 
Those saying this appear not to have formed part of St Jude’s congregation. In any 
event there are two other Church of England churches nearby where they would be 
welcomed, one of which is some ten minutes’ walk away, and on a bus route. 
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Maybush – Southampton St Jude 
Representations - redacted 

Against 

(1) Archbishop/Metropolitan Joseph – Patriarchate of Romania

ANNEX R2
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Maybush – Southampton St Jude  
Representations - redacted 
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Maybush – Southampton St Jude  
Representations - redacted 

 
(2) Rev Ovidiu Semerean 

 
Good afternoon Mr Andrew. 
 
My name is Ovidiu Semerean , the Romanian orthodox priest for the local 
community in Southampton and surroundings. 
 
On behalf of our community that started at St Jude’s church in Southampton and 
significantly developed in the last few years I would like to express our view in 
relation to the future of St Jude’s church, in the attached letter. 
 
Many thanks for your time to read it and we look forward to hearing back from you 
with hopefully good news. 
 
If I can be of any further assistance ,please don`t hesitate to contact me on the 

mobile number below. 

Every blessing 

Rev Ovidiu Semerean 
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Maybush – Southampton St Jude  
Representations - redacted 
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Maybush – Southampton St Jude  
Representations - redacted 

 

 

 
(3) Calin Huma, Romanian Consul in Winchester 

 

Dear Mr Andrew,  

 

I hope that you are well and with your permission I would like to forward you a 

letter on behalf of Father Ovidiu and the Romanian community which i attach 

underneath. 

 

Wishing you peace, 

Calin Huma, 

 

Romanian Honorary Consul in Winchester 
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Maybush – Southampton St Jude  
Representations - redacted 

 
 

(4) Magdalena Mihaela Alexa 
 

Good afternoon, 

We would love to have our church back. 

When you are alone in a foreign place, have recently arrived, don't know people and 

perhaps don't speak the language of your newfound land, there is one place of 

comfort that you turn on-your church. The church and its people, your people, 

become your home away from home, where you can be yourself, speak your 

language and feel that little bit at ease. 

St Jude's Church in Southampton was the home from home for several hundred 

Romanian from all over the South East from over five years under the guidance and 
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Maybush – Southampton St Jude  
Representations - redacted 

warm welcome of the community's priest in charge, Rev Ovidiu Semerean, himself 

new in the area with own young family, starting the Saint Calinic from Cernica 

Romanian Christian Orthodox Church. 

St Jude's has been the nucleus around which the Romanian community  formed and 

developed, young families moved to Southampton to be closer to the church, to take 

their children to Sunday school, to ensure they didn't forget their mother tongue. 

Church is highly important for us Romanian, young and old, and we are many. 

Community, prayer, lighting a candle, praying surrounded by familiar icons, listening 

to the choir's byzantine  chanting, joining in with the Divine Liturgy, taking 

communion and simply feeling that one beongs. 

At least a couple of hundred christenings have taken place , a major event for every 

Christian Orthodox couple who have a baby. A few weddings and funerals too, as 

life's cycle continues around us. 

Christmas carols, Lent Chanting, Sunday chats over a coffee, shoe box campaigns, 

charity fundraisers, a simple hog or a handshake from a fellow citizen, a familiar face 

whom you meet every Sunday, all these happened at St Jude's. 

Since the cosure of St Jude's, we're like a family in mourning and we want it back! 

We are currently in an old, beautiful but far too small church away from Southampton 

and inaccessible on public transport, so limiting  access to so many. 

Our community continues to grow, in Southampton and Portsmouth alone there over 

30.000 Romanians, but parish extended to Alton, Petersfield, Fareham, Winchester. 

What does it take for a community to be treated by the relevantauthories? We all 

work, contribute greatly to the local and regional economy we are teachers, doctors, 

cleaners, porters, builders, carers, nurses we are God fearing people who yearn to 

have their own church, which should remain St Jude's. 

It is not hard to image  what St Jude's land donor would think today if he knew that 

the land he gifted to the Shirley commun ity with the specific covenant of it being 

used for a place of worship is in danger of being of danger of beong turned onto a 

light industrial unit. 

We really do want our church back. 

Yours sincearly. 

Magdalena Mihaela Alexa  

 
(5) Maria Diana Anchidin 

 
As per (4) above in the main 
 
 

(6) Cordos Ancuta 
 
As per (4) above in the main 
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Maybush – Southampton St Jude  
Representations - redacted 

 
 

(7) Manea Ioan Andrei 
 

Dear Sir, 
 ”Please check the attachment” 
 

I am writing this email intending to explain in a few words what our church and 
our beloved priest mean to us, the Romanian people, Christian orthodox community. 

  
I came here in 2016 after I had lived one year and six months in the Yorkshire 

area (Cottingham village near Hull). It was a difficult start for me; when I came here in 
2015, I left my parents, my friends, and the most important thing, my church from 
Brasov city, for a new and unknown adventure. Back home in Romania, I worked as 
a researcher/consultant for a prestigious research institute (National Institute for 
Research and Development in Forestry "Marin Dracea") and as a teaching assistant 
for Transilvania University from Brasov, Faculty of Silviculture and Forest Engineering. 
I am married with two children; my wife is a specialist nurse working for the NHS at 
Queen Alexandra Hospital; she saved lives in the ICU during the Covid pandemic, I 
am a scientist working for a prestigious national forest research institute Alice Holt 
Research Station. 

 
As per (4) above in the main after this. 
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Maybush – Southampton St Jude  
Representations - redacted 
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Maybush – Southampton St Jude  
Representations - redacted 
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(8) Alina Aruxandei 
 
As per (4) above in the main 
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(9) Maria Astle 

 
 

(10) Cristian Bacalu 
 

Hi 

My name is Cristian Bacalu.I live in Portsmouth and I am a member of Romanian 

Orthodox Church , the parish St.Calinic from Cernica. 

     I write you to express my solidarity with the initiative of keeping St Jude's Church 

at it's initial destination . It is so sad that more and more churches becomes anything 

else but the house of God. Even if it looks like a drop in the ocean , if we have a 

chance to do something to save a church then we should not hesitate to do it . If you 

can do something to help , please do it and make sure that you will remembered. 

Kind regards, Cristian Bacalu 
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(11) Jonathan Baird 

 
Dear Sirs, 
 
The story of St Jude, Southampton is troublesome on several levels: 
 
1. St Jude is an unattractive, unprepossessing but much loved church, which 
was completed in 1956 on land, which was bequeathed by a local resident.  The 
local community put up 50% of the cost of construction of the church & 100% of the 
cost of construction of the church hall.  The cost of the latter was some £ 5,000 ( a 
significant sum in ‘56 ).  Many current local residents contributed their pocket money 
towards the costs of both. 
 
Consequently, there is much local & emotional attachment to, & affection for, the 
church. 
 
2. Until ‘10, it had a regular Sunday congregation of around thirty-eight 
worshippers.  Then the retiring vicar was not replaced & the church was effectively 
closed in ‘16.  Until ‘16, its parish share had been paid in full. 
 
Yet another example of calculated & driven decline by the Diocese of Winchester. 
 
3. Against the wishes of both worshippers & the PCC, St Jude was subsumed 
into the parish of Maybush & worshippers of the former were encouraged to worship 
at the latter.  This has never worked.  The churches are a twenty-five minute walk 
apart & there are no public transport links. 
 
Despite the fiesty efforts of the PCC to keep the candle burning, there has been 
steady attrition to St Jude’s congregation:   some worshippers drifted off to the 
community church, some to the Catholic church, some to the Baptist church, some to 
the Methodist church & one member of the erstwhile congregation converted to 
Judaism. 
 
4. When the Diocese of Winchester proposed knocking down the church in order 
to build twenty-eight flats, a public petition was signed by 1,050 local residents in 
support of the church.  In a very recently arranged second petition against a proposal 
to pull down the church & put in a private nursery school ( whose fees would be well 
beyond the reach of most of the local community;  & the Diocese having claimed that 
the original petition was invalid because the purpose of the development was 
different ), over 200 signatures in support of the church have been garnered from 
local residents in about three weeks. 
 
5. In terms of local Christianity, St Jude has done two splendid things.  Firstly, 
until the doors of the church were locked by the diocese in ‘20 ( & have not been 
reopened since ), it let out the church to a Romanian congregation, which numbers 
between 150 & 400.  This video clip is both moving & worth watching in its entirety:    
 
https://eur02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fyoutu.be%2Fz
2JS1e7uiJo&amp;data=05%7C01%7Crex.andrew%40churchofengland.org%7C848
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7aa04aa934726f22d08da2d16cf66%7C95e2463b3ab047b49ac1587c77ee84f0%7C
0%7C0%7C637871873242126030%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4
wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C
%7C%7C&amp;sdata=FOroc2S9fw2ArWNXIyXMX0yq7HdOQa2mXTEZSq4b%2Fu
Y%3D&amp;reserved=0  
 
Secondly, it let out its church hall, until the doors was also locked by the Diocese in 
‘20 ( thereby also denying its use to the local community, whilst previously the hall 
had been well used ) to a Filipino congregation, numbering some 150. 
 
St Jude stands in the shadow of Southampton Hospital, which is the biggest 
teaching hospital on the south coast.  Many of the Romanian & Filipino 
congregations work at the hospital.  To deny them a place of worship, not least 
through the pandemic & the war in Ukraine, is cruel. 
 
And, as we know, through the driven decline of St Barnabas, the resolution 
congregation of Southampton is being threatened. 
 
The senior hierarchy of the Church bang on frequently about the persecution of 
Christians in the Second & Third World. 
 
What about the persecution of Christians in Southampton by the Church of England? 
 
Black.  Kettle.  Boil. 
 
6. Furthermore, there has been some support for selling the church of St Jude to 
the Romanian community, which has scraped together & marshalled a credible 
competitive bid to the nursery school proposal. 
 
From a personal point of view, I think that this is both wrong ethically & unchristian. 
 
Many of the Romanian community are of modest means.  Why saddle them with a 
crippling & eye watering amount of debt simply to help to cover the historical 
profligacy of the Diocese of Winchester? 
 
This is the same diocese, which is having to flog off forty-two parsonages in order to 
reduce its operating losses. 
 
Yes, let the Romanians use the church & charge them a fair rent.  Yes, let the 
spirited congregation of St Jude return to its church & try & rebuild itself.  Yes, throw 
a vicar at it.  Yes, let the Filipino congregation worship again in the church hall & pay 
a fair rent.  And let all three congregations survive & thrive in harmony, in the same 
way that St Barnabas, Southampton rubs along beautifully with its neighbouring 
Pentecostal church, to which it rents its car park. 
 
Finally, if I may, I would like to appear before the committee when it considers St 
Jude. 
 
Thank you very much for your attention in this matter. 
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(12) Mairi Baker 

 
As per (9) above 
 
 

(13) Mr John and Mrs Emilia Barnett 
 

Dear Mr Andrew,  

We are Emilia and John Barnett from 3 Robertson Close, Alton, Hampshire, GU34 

1UF 

I, Emilia, am of Romanian origin, and together with my husband John, used to attend 

the weekly Orthodox services at St Jude's Church in Southampton, as this was our 

nearest Romanian Orthodox Church outside London.  

 

We are writing to express our sadness and disappointment with regard to the very 

difficult situation our Romanian community and the congregation of 'St Calinic from 

Cernica' has found itself in since the Diocese of Winchester decided quite suddenly 

to shut the church when the pandemic began and place it on the market.  

As you may have heard at the recent meeting at St Jude's, our community has 

grown tremendously in the last 5-7 years, when we started attending services at St 

Jude's led by Rev Ovidiu Semerean. This church had become our home away from 

home, our safe place, where we could meet to pray, chat in our mother tongue, 

make friends, build our community and bring our children to so they can learn about 

their roots. 

I for one, have lived in the South of England for the best part of twenty years. Until 

the arrival of Fr Ovidiu with his young family to plant our church in Southampton at St 

Jude's, it had been very difficult to attend services regularly. For many years the only 

church for us Orthodox Romanians was St Dunstan in the West on Fleet Street in 

London, and I am sure you can imagine that it is not easy nor cheap to travel into 

London every Sunday from various corners of England.  

St Jude's became our second home, we had space, we had time for each other, for 

prayer and worship together. Over the years we watched our church family expand 

significantly, we celebrated at least a couple of hundred christenings, we saw young 

families move to Southampton and the Shirley area just to be close to the church; we 

had weekly Sunday school for the children; we had hundreds of Orthdox Christians 

from all over the South East coming to celebrate the Easter midnight mass every 

year - the most important holy day in the Christian calendar; we had Christmases 

and children's concerts, and National Day celebrations; we had religious concerts 

and shoe box appeals and food bank collections; we also had rain through the roof 

several times but we fixed it and carried on; we had no hot water nor enough heating 

in the church - but we got over that, adapted and huddled together to pray, year after 

year.  
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Does this give you a picture? All this is true. 

If only you knew, how our community has been affected by this change, the closure 

of St Jude's and in my view, the dubious handling of its sale; the way our priest was 

shunned by the diocese and the now departed bishop; the treatment from their 

chosen estate agent, no information given about price expectations, processes, poor 

communication etc. We believe there is a covenant from the landowner who donated 

the land where St Jude's sits, that stipulates that it should only be used as a place of 

worship - are you aware of this? Is this not taken into account? What does 'light 

industrial use' or 'nursery' got to do with this covenant?  

Shouldn't the diocese or the church commissioners have set up a consultation with 

us as the tenants at the time and the local residents to see what we thought and how 

we felt about the sale? The diocese knew that the local community were opposing 

the sale from some years back, but chose to ignore this aspect. 

I worked for a Christian charity for a few years and am well aware how decimated 

some CoE congregations have become and yes, finances are an ongoing problem - 

but to have the rug pulled from under your feet like this, has caused deep hurt and 

unrest to our community. Surely as church commissioners, you and your team would 

be pleased to see that a church is striving and is saved from potential demolition - 

we believe the church building is God's house on earth  - what would Jesus do in this 

situation?  

We have watched various documentaries about some churches being bought by 

Romanian communities in the UK and Ireland, and it has been a struggle for them 

all, but in some cases the sellers actually dropped the price significantly when 

learning that the buyers were going to continue worship in that church building or if 

they needed support. What is going to happen for us at St Jude's?  

We are now temporarily at the beautiful St Katharine's church in Exbury Gardens, 

New Forest, as you may know.  

Whilst it is beautiful and in an idylic location, there are many issues for us: 

it is far too small and remote 

it has no public transport options - many families or parishioners who don't have cars 

or are elderly cannot attend anymore - how unfair in this day and age?; 

it is very far for some of us - it takes us one hour each way to drive there, petrol is 

now very expensive - this too has become prohibitive for some parishioners 

We could continue, but we are sure that you understand our point.  

Please help us. In the name of Jesus. 

Best wishes,  

Emilia and John Barnett 
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(14) Mrs Cindy Bulley 

 
As per (9) above 
 
 

(15) Stefania Mihaela Calita 
 

Dear Mr Rex Andrew, 
 
I am writing to you in relation to St Jude Church in Southampton. Words can’t 
describe how important St Jude Church is to our community and I don’t think I can 
express in an email what it means to me personally. This is the place where my 
husband and I had our wedding religious ceremony. It’s a very special place that will 
remain forever in our hearts for giving us the opportunity to get married following our 
religion and traditions. Without St Jude Church and Father Ovidiu this special 
ceremony wouldn’t have been possible for us. If St Jude is taken away from the 
community, then no couples will ever get married in there, no babies will ever be 
baptised in there…it will be an imense loss.  
 
I am so grateful for this church, for what our community has built over the years and 
for everything Father Ovidiu is doing for us. Without St Jude our community will 
never be the same again, so please, I kindly ask you to consider this when a 
decision is made about the future of St Jude.  
 
Many thanks and kind regards, 
Stefania Mihaela Calita  

 
(16) Dr Roxana O Carare 

 
Dear Mr Rex Andrew, 

My name is Roxana Carare, I am a senior academic in the University of 

Southampton, Faculty of Medicine and was Honorary Consul of Romania in the 

South of England, until 2017. I write to you in support of the proposals already in 

advanced stages of negotiations for St Jude’s Church to be permitted the role of 

Orthodox Romanian Church. The reason I am writing to appeal to your 

understanding is because there are hundreds of Romanian students and staff 

studying or employed in the Universities of Southampton, Portsmouth, Bournemouth 

or Solent and the Romanian Church is a key element for their mental wellbeing and 

sense of belonging. The Church is for many the only place of spiritual refuge, prayer, 

hope and deep connection to family and friends at home. The current political and 

economic situation is difficult for everybody, but it is almost impossible to navigate if 

there is no spiritual belonging. St Jude’s Church is placed conveniently at a walking 

distance from Southampton General Hospital where many medical and healthcare 

students learn and staff are working long and difficult shifts, not to mention patients 

who are treated there. It would be a source of enormous boost in mental and 

physical health if the Romanian students and staff would be able to access St Jude’s 

Church. I am no statistician, but I am certain this would translate into a significantly 
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improved psychological wellbeing and therefore a significant potential to reduce 

student and staff absences due to poor health, with a positive impact on health and 

medical care. 

I will make myself available for any further details, please do not hesitate to contact 

me, my contact details are below.  

Please accept my highest consideration, 

Roxana 

 
(17) Maria Cartwright 

 
As per (9) above 
 
 

(18) Daniel Cartwright 
 
As per (9) above 
 
 

(19) Kerry Cartwright 
 
As per (9) above 
 
 

(20) Mrs J Churchill 
 
As per (9) above 
 
 

(21) Vasile Cimpoi 
 
Dear Rex, 

Please receive my e-mail with the attashed letter regarding our Church from 

Southampton.  

This place makes me feel at home. It is very important for our community to have 

back the Church for the Holy Liturgy.  

During this pandemic period we were disperatly to find a place like this, our souls 

were looking for communion with Jesus Chris, for hopes, for forgiving us for our sins 

and to take off this pandemic or at least to gives our power to fight. It is right that 

everyone can pray in their own homes, but the pray in the Church, with all the people 

and Saints present, the pray is much easier heard. 

May as God to bless us all, to have back the Church.  

 
Attachment wording as per (4) above in the main 
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(22) Gemma Clapson 
 

As per (9) above 
 
 

(23) Mrs Maureen Coen 
 
As per (9) above 
 
 

(24) Ramona Cojacaru 
 
As per (4) above in the main 
 
 

(25) Ilona Constantin 
 
As per (4) above in the main 
 
 

(26) Mrs R M Cooper 
 
As per (9) above 

 
 

(27) Ileana and Alex Corcaci 
 

Dear Mr Andrew, 
 
My name is Ileana Corcaci, and I am a member of Saint Calinic from Cernica, 
Romanian Christian Orthodox Church from Southampton. 
 
I am writing to kindly ask you to support the decision of returning St Jude's church 
back to its purpose :place of worship. 
 
Our community has kept and maintained the religious purpose throughout the years, 
our Romanian minority had access to religious services , as many ethnic minorities 
have. 
 
We have respected the place and the Shirley community but unfortunately, since 
august 2021, we were not able to use it any longer.Our father struggled to rent 
different churches , to continue the religious services (Sunday mass, christenings, 
weddings , etc), but our community is large enough and the churches kindly offered 
could not accommodate us all. 
 
This church serves Romanian communities from Dorset, Hampshire etc, I myself 
travel from Poole to join my community on Sunday mass. 
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You may have seen the attached letter, it circulated in our community and is signed 
by many of Saint Calinic from cernica congregation members. 
 
Please support the decision and return St Jude's church to its previous use, please 
allow our community to have a place of worship. 
 
Thank you. 
Kind regards, 

Ileana Corcaci 
 
 + attachment as per (4) above in the main 
 
 

(28) Alecu Cosmin 
 
Attachment As per (4) above in the main 
 
 

(29) Toma and Mihaela Costea 
 
As per (4) above in the main 
 
 

(30) Stefan Curac 
 
As per (4) above in the main 
 
 

(31) Family Dangeanu 
 

Good afternoon, I would like to put my family names down for the keeping of the 

building to the use of the orthodox community in Southampton and 

surrounding areas. 

Many thanks, 

Kind regards 

Angelica,Daniel,Aida,Claudia and Clara Dangeanu 

 
 

(32) Mrs Elaine Digby 
 
As per (9) above 
 
 

(33) Nelson Digby 
 
As per (9) above 
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(34) Family Dinoiu 

 
Dear Mr Rex Andrew, 

We write to you regarding the St. Jude Church in Southampton (Warren Ave, SO16 

6AG).  

Our family is part of the Romanian community which used the church in the previous 

years, our son was baptised there, too. 

Regretfully, we don't have access over there anymore and we have had to find other 

places where to be able to participated to the church's religious services. It has been 

very hard and now we have to travel to Exbury, where we have access to a small 

church. The Romanian community is quite big and we need a bigger space. St Jude 

Church not only it is bigger, but it's a symbol of our community, too. A lot of children 

were baptised and couples got married over there. 

Also, we would like to mention when we pray, we pray for both Romanian and British 

people, we want God help us all and lively peacefully as a community. 

It's embarrassing that we have to insist so much to have a church, but we really love 

St Jude Church and I hope you will take in consideration our request. 

Kind regards, 

Adrian, Roxana, David and Maria Dinoiu 

 
(35) Adelina Doditoiu 

 
Good afternoon, we really appreciate if we can keep ST.Judge Church ,is our 

community place to pray and also our church away from home! 

Many thanks 

 
(36) Anthony Dunn 

 
As per (9) above. 
 
 

(37) George Duta 
 

Dear Sir, 

My words aren't strong enough to tell you how much we wish to have back St. Jude's 

Church as our Church.  

Please find attached our letter to support our desire.  

 

As per (4) above in the main 
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(38) Alun Eccles 
 

As a practising Christian I feel the need to contact you regarding St.Judes Church 
and its potential future. I understand the needs of the Church of England when it 
comes to relinquishing some of it’s older and lesser used properties, and that such 
sales finance the future of its other parishes. However, can the Church see that by 
selling this House of God to the likes of the Orthodox Church that we, as a society, 
can maintain a strong bond with our Christian believes, rather than furthering 
commercialism and dividing a diverse community. 
 
I am sure that you will read this email and put it into the content of many other email 
that you have received, however, I would like to say that at 55 years of age, I have 
been a practicing Christian in Wales, and since remarrying I attended St.Judes with 
my wife on a regular basis.  
 
I hope that you and the Church can find it in your heart to reach an accord with the 
Orthodox Church so that the community can retain a much loved Church, and that 
future generations grow and prosper with access to Christ and the love and 
knowledge that the Church helps to bestow on our communities. 

 
 

(39) Andreea Elena 
 

As per (4) above in the main 
 
 
(40) Mr R and Mrs S Fletcher 

 
As per (9) above 
 
 

(41) David Fletcher 
 
1st email:  
To Bishop of Southampton (copied to Commissioners) 
 

Dear Bishop Debbie, 
 
We are writing to you on behalf of Save St. Judes church Southampton we have the 
backing of 1050 local residents all of whom have signed a petition to Save St.  Judes 
and we also write on behalf of the Romanian Church who has approximately 350 
churchgoers weekly. 
 
The residents and the Romanian church still wish to purchase this property for 
religious and community use. 
 
We have now received notification dated the 15th March that the pastoral scheme is 
to use the church for a nursery and preschool and or office use and or light industrial 
use. 
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Your preferred bidder is a firm called Tiny Toes whose directors we believe sit on the 
board of the local property developers, ‘Warsash Properties Ltd.’ 
 
These proposals are not what the parish have asked for or require. 
 
May I respectably remind you that St. Judes church which stands in the shadows of 
Southampton General Hospital (which is the main hospital in the South) stands with 
its gates locked and the grounds and the buildings unloved and uncared for. As I 
wrote to you back in October 2021 this is a much loved centre point of the 
community.  
 
The local community is quite cosmopolitan and is made up of people mainly working 
at the hospital  and are multinational. I personally know of Polish, Romanian, 
Hungarian, American, Chinese,   Filipino and many Middle Eastern and Far Eastern 
and African countries. As you can see this area is a united nations.     
 
The Save St. Judes committee is still functioning and as you are aware has had the 
backing of a 1050 signature petition that St. Judes should remain. 
 
We ask you to consider the following proposals so that the church and function hall 
can once more be welcomed back to the community. 
 
We wish to retain the site and the buildings for Christian services and Christian 
activities. 
 
As you are aware that a good proportion of the ground was originally gifted by a local 
business person. The Church building was funded by 50% by the populous with the 
church hall being funded by the full 100% by the populous. So costs to the Church of 
England were minimal to say the least.  
 
Our business plan to open up St. Judes is as follows: 
 
We have been in touch with the Romanian Church who rented the church from 2015 
and they are keen to return to the Church and carry out Church services every 
Sunday. Their congregation ranges from 150 -400 people.  
 
The  Filipino church who hired the church hall on Wednesdays and Saturdays for its 
Christian services since 2010 and sadly were unceremoniously given three days 
notice to leave on 14th July 2020 are also keen to return to the hall for Christian 
services. 
 
It has been proposed that the Church hall could hold Anglican services on alternate 
Sundays using either retired clergy or some lay preachers. 
 
The Hall would then only be available on Monday, Tuesday and Thursdays which 
would allow the community events to take place. 
 
The Hall would once again be open as a polling station which would no doubt assist 
in the process of democracy. 
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How much do you want for the site and buildings so that they can be restored to their 
full glory and for full Christian Services? 
 
Please remember that the site has been basically abandoned for two years with no 
heating and possible leaking roofs. This of course would mean that we would have to 
undertake some substantial repairs to bring the safety of the site back up to 
standard. 
 
In our troubled times I know some residents need a church for prayer. My next door 
neighbour is Polish her son went back to Poland last year he is 17/18 she is worried 
out of her mind that he may travel to Ukraine with his friends to help. How many 
other mothers and families are going through such turmoil in our multinational 
society?  
 
The church of St. Judes maybe just on a bus route in Southampton but it is 
desperately needed for the Christian community.       
 
If you wish to meet our delegation we would be happy to arrange a meeting with you. 
 
If I do not hear back from you I will ask if we can address the synod on our plight. 
 
Please see below my email of 18th October 2021 which I was not responded to 
by your good self.    
 

Email Starts: 

RE: ST JUDES CHURCH SOUTHAMPTON 
 

I and the residents in the area bordering  the overgrown , derelict area of St. Judes 
church are becoming more and more upset that this once centre of the community 
and its major asset is being left uncared for.  Since March 2020 the Church and 
church hall has been locked off to the community stopping local residents using it for 
gatherings, parties, prayer meetings etc. and also this meant that the site was locked 
off to the electorate on polling day.  
 
Being no other local facilities in this area local residents had to go some distance to 
register their vote.  
 
Regarding the site itself: despite receiving an email back in July that the security 
lights would be reinstated and the vegetation (which is some areas is over 8ft tall) cut 
back, nothing has occurred.  
 
I have not spoken to a single resident who are not surprised that nothing has 
occurred and it is the overwhelming feeling is that with the growth of vegetation and 
no security lights this is leaving the building open for vandalism and questions are 
being asked if this is what the Church of England actually want so that the buildings 
on the site can be demolished? 
N.B.(The security lights are now operational but the  vegetation remains untouched) 
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As you are aware the Church of England asked the parish council at St. Judes 
Church could they sell the site back in 2015. The PCC agreed as long as it was sold 
to another church. 
 
Then Maybush Parish took control of the church and their PCC voted eventually to 
sell the St. Judes church to the Romanian church. 
 
Both the written and electronic versions of the minutes of the above two meetings 
appear to have gone missing from Parish Office. Luckily we have tracked down 
copies of these minutes if required.  
 
Now, this being the case and the Romanian Church has put forward three 
substantial offers for the site why has this been refused?  
 
The two churches were regularly using the site and paying regular rent  (Romanian 
Church & Filipino Church) both churches were locked out from March 2020 and then 
were asked to vacate with immediate effect, why? 
 
The site went up for sale on 16th January 2021 requesting full and final bids to be 
submitted by end of business on 16th January 2021, what on earth is going on 
here?  No Skulduggery I hope. 
 
It is now nearly 7 years since it was decided to sell the church and church hall and it 
is still not being advertised under churches for sale on the Cof E site but we have 
informed by your good selves that the Church has a preferred purchaser. Obviously 
this is not the Romanian church. 
 
I think after 7 years the residents are entitled to know what is going on regarding the 
land they donated, the church hall they built and paid for and to the parish church 
who received 50% towards build costs by the local residents. 
 
Please do not point me over to the local pastor as she only repeats that the church 
and ground is sold, which we all know is incorrect. 
 
We need to know who to contact to receive some full and valid information could you 
please advise who I should contact. 
 
I look forward to receiving the details regarding my future contact. 
 
Thank you for your time and assistance with this matter. 
 
Email ends. 
I look forward to an early response to this email 

Regards 

David Griffiths                                                                                                   David Fletcher                    

Chair Save St. Judes                                                                                       Vice Chair Save St Judes. 
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2nd email  
(to Commissioners) 

 
Dear Sir 
 
Draft Church Buildings Scheme 
 
I am writing to you on behalf of the Save St Judes group which represents 
1050 local people. 
 
We wish to object to part 11 of the draft scheme headed ‘Future of the 
Building’ 
This states: The building shown hatched on the annexed plan shall be 
appropriated to use as: 

1. Childrens Nursery and pre school 
2. Offices 
3. Light Industrial. 

 
Where does this leave the PCC of St.Judes who voted that it could be sold as 
a place of worship? 
 
The PCC at ST. Peters Maybush who voted that the church should be sold to 
the Romanian Church 
 
The 1050 local residents who petitioned to keep St. Judes as a place of 
worship. 
 
The 300 local Romanians who used the church as a place of worship and the 
150 or so Filipinos who used the church hall as a place of worship. 
 
Do none of the above populous views count? 
 
So what is going to happen at this walk in (consultation) ? 
 
Question: What would you like to see happen to the Church? 
 
Answer: Remain as a place of worship. 
Sorry that is not an option you can only choose one of the nominated 
preferences sent down from the diocese. 
 
We wish that the option of the church remaining as a place of worship be one 
of the options available remembering that that Winchester has received four 
bids from churches that it remain as a Christian place of worship. 
 
We respectably would like to draw your attention to Part 17 of ‘Mission and 
Pastoral Measure 2011 which states that the use of a church by other 
Christian groups is usually the best use. 
 
‘Use of closed church buildings for worship by bodies other than the 
Church of England 
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Use by other Christian groups 17.6 As discussed in 17.2 
use for worship by other Christian Groups is usually the best use. 
 
The following guidelines apply where another Christian religious body is 
interested in acquiring a church and using it for worship. 

(i) Use as a place for worship by Christian bodies which are members or 
associate members of, or official observers at the Churches Together in 
England (CTE), or the Council of Churches for Britain and Ireland (CCBI), or 
the World Council of Churches (WCC) would ordinarily be regarded as 
suitable; 
 

(ii) Equally, there a prima facie case for accepting as suitable use as a place of 
worship by a Christian body which, though qualified to be a member of the 
CTE, CCBI or WCC, is not a member; 
 

(iii) Use for worship by any other Christian group not so qualifying should be 
considered on its merits.The DMPC is recommended to make enquiries into 
Mission and Pastoral Measure 2011 Code of Recommended Practice – 
Volume 2 – Dealing with Consecrated Church Buildings 48 the beliefs and 
practices of the body concerned, and have due regard to the particular local 
circumstances.’ 
 
We look forward to your response 
 
David Fletcher 
Vice Chair 
Save St. Judes group. 
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3rd email 
(to the Commissioners) 
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(42) Sue Fletcher 

 
I wish to protest against the draft proposal and wish to submit my reasons below: 
 
I am writing to you as a previous member of the P.C.C of St. Jude’s.  I was Secretary 
and Caretaker until March 2020 when I was informed that Maybush would take over 
the management. 
 
This is another attempt to sell St. Jude’s to an outside body after the P.C.C. on 
agreeing to allow the sale of the Church firmly stated we would  agree only  if it was 
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sold to another Church.  We were being put under tremendous pressure at the time 
to agree to a sale. 
 
St. Jude’s was paying its way with the rent money from the hall and the Church to 
the Fillipino’s  and the Romanian Church plus other casual use of the hall, in fact we 
did give a loan to St. Peter’s of £4,000 towards their roof repairs which was never 
repaid. 
 
St. Jude’s is a much loved Church in the area and until we were let down by the 
Diocese had a good congregation. Gary Taylor when Priest in Charge had increased 
our attendance and we had young people attending and taking part in the Services 
with at least two taking confirmation. Unfortunately when he was refused the chance 
for his post to be made permenant he took a post in Bournemouth and we were left 
inter regnum.  
It was during this time we lost a lot of the congregation as we never knew on a 
Sunday whether we would have a priest or not. This culminated on a Good Friday 
when the Church was over half full and no priest turned up.  People left to find 
another Church so they could  attend a service on this auspicious day and never 
returned.  Unfortunately this carried on until Padre Roy Hemmings arrived.  
Unluckily for Roy the Curate he was promised at his interview (I was on the panel) 
never materialised and when he did get someone they were not as helpful as they 
could have been. 
 
We worked very closely with both the Romanians and Philipeno’s and recommended 
the sale of the Church to the Romanians, Maybush Parish P.P.C. also agreed this 
should be the way forward. Unluckily the minutes of the meeting, both the written 
and electronic,  seem to have gone missing from the  Maybush office as have the 
written minutes from St. Jude’s.   
 
The former P.P.C. of Maybush had close links with St. Jude’s, having shared many 
services, whereas the present one has no links at all and have certainly never 
attended any services there. 
 
I did write to the Maybush Parish office asking to speak to the P.C.C. but never had 
the courtesy of a reply.  
 
We had many meetings with Peter Rouch, the former Dean of Bournemouth and his 
recommendation was that the Romanian Church should be the preferred buyers. 
 
Both of these Churches used the Church and Hall until they were both thrown out 
with 48 hours notice just before lock down.  
 
I had through all this time looked after the Church and Hall, invoicing both monthly 
and passing the funds onto Maybush. I made sure the grounds were kept up and any 
repairs were attended to after notifying Maybush they needed doing. 
 
I would also like it to be known that Tiny Toes applied previously to buy the Church 
and it was turned down unanimously by the P.C.C.  
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Why when they have a thriving business just over a mile away do they keep coming 
back?. Nothing to do with both partners also owning property development 
companies registered to their other business I presume?. 
 
The Church and Hall has a huge sentimental attachment  with the community 
through the normal channels of births, deaths , marriages etc.. A number of what 
were then young people attended our youth project and I have no doubt if we had an 
open Church would introduce their children. 
 
I feel strongly that St. Jude’s should remain a Church whether as Anglican or other 
Christian church.  
I cannot understand why the Romanian Orthodox Church bids have not been 
considered. 
 

As you can most probably tell I feel rather strongly about this and would like to 
attend the hearing if possible. 
 
 

(43) Ceri Gillingham 
 
As per (9) above 
 
 

(44) Rex Goodwin 
 
As per (9) above 
 
 

(45) Sharon Gray 
 
As per (9) above 
 
 

(46) David Griffiths 
 

Dear Mr Andrew 
 
Re: Mission and Pastoral Measure 2011, Diocese of Winchester, Parish of 
Maybush 
and affecting the church of St Jude, Southampton (Scheme) 
 
I object to the above Scheme affecting the church of St Judes, Warren Avenue, 
Southampton. The reasons for my objection follow a foreword. 
 

A foreword: Historical Pen-Picture 
 

In the mid-nineteenth century – the land that St Jude’s church and hall occupy – had 
a building known as Warren House. On a map dated 1866, Warren House (and an 
out-building) were the only properties inside the “D” formed by ‘The Avenue’ (now 
Warren Avenue) and ‘The Crescent’ (now Warren Crescent). 
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Richard W Denness occupied the property in 1891 (Census Record) and was the 
manager/employer of a nearby brick-yard. The brick-yard probably supplied the 
bricks for the older buildings in the Shirley Warren area. One being the church 
school – later to be a Mission as well – built on the corner of Warren Avenue and 
Laundry Road in the late 1870’s. The school hall was used for worship every 
Sunday. The area – at this time – was part of the Parish of Shirley. It is not known 
when this school hall became known as St Jude’s, but at some time the school hall 
became a daughter church in the Parish of Shirley. 
 
By the late 1890’s, Warren House was occupied by Catherine Harriett Denness. She 
and her husband operated a hand-wash laundry in the out-building.  
 
In 1939 - to enable the building of the new St Jude’s - Warren House and the laundry 
had to be demolished. Catherine H Denness offered the site – at that time the value 
of site was approximately £1,000 – free.  It was noted at the time; ‘but for her 
action it would not have been possible to provide a convenient and central 
church.’ 
 
During the ‘Southampton Blitz’, over the night of 30th November/1st December 1940, 
600 bombs were dropped on Southampton. There was a direct hit on St Jude’s 
school mentioned above (the damage was considered repairable and the building is 
still there today). There was also a direct hit on the land that St Jude’s church and 
hall occupy today.  
In 1951 the conventional district of St Jude’s was formed from part of the Parish of 
Shirley. It included Shirley Warren, Coxford, Lordswood and Dale Valley (population 
at that time estimated to be 13,000) 
 
A wooden Church built in 1952 (situated in front of the present-day St Jude’s) was 
used by the 9th Southampton Scouts Group which was formed in 1953. 
 
Work was started on building the church in late 1954. The foundation stone was laid 
on 30th April 1955. The first service held on 14th December 1955. The church was 
consecrated by the then Bishop of Winchester, Dr Alwyn Williams, on Friday 6th April 
1956.  
 

ST JUDE’S CHURCH, WARREN AVENUE 1956 - ???? 
 
 

OBJECTIONS TO THE ‘SCHEME’ 
 
Why not an Anglican Church? 
 
The demise of St Jude’s church can be laid firmly at the Anglican Church. 
 
I have been reminded by the Church that a dwindling congregation (down to only 10 
regular worshippers) led to the decision to make St Jude’s redundant! What did the 
Church do to reverse that trend? Nothing! Same as in so many parishes up and 
down the land. 
 

R50



Maybush – Southampton St Jude  
Representations - redacted 

The Church of England’s strap line on its website states; 
 

“A CHRISTIAN PRESENCE IN EVERY COMMUNITY”! 
 
In the ‘Diocese of Winchester’s, Strategic Priorities 2013 it proclaims: 
 
 We will be a Diocese which: 
 

1. We grow authentic disciples, going out as individuals 
passionately, confidently and courageously sharing their 
faith__; 

2. We re-image the Church intentionally connecting and engaging 
with our local communities __________and proactively 
promote vibrant parochial and breath-taking pioneering 
ministries amongst ‘missing’ generations, eg children, young 
people, under 35’s. (see appendix A) 

 
Nothing of the above has happened in the Parish of St Jude’s, a parish within the 
Diocese of Winchester. There has been no interaction with the local community at 
all. It is easy to make proclamations but, seemingly, harder to put them into practice. 
Furthermore, it seems even easier to give up altogether and sell parishes. 
 
By coincidence, ‘The Daily Mail’ letter’s page of 20th April 2022 (published after that 
written above) had letters under a heading ‘Priority should be tackling falling church 
attendance’ (see appendix E). 
 
At parish level, the last service held at St Jude’s, Shirley Warren was the Easter 
Sunday 20th April 2014. The pastoral scheme dated 22nd May 2014 created a single 
‘Parish of Maybush’ from the former parishes Maybush and Southampton St Jude. 
 
Yet, the Church of England website posted events for St Jude’s church in both 
December 2015 (see appendix B) and April 2016 (see appendix C)! People were 
seen leaving because no-one arrived to conduct services! 
 
The last proactive Vicar at St Jude’s was the Reverend John Martin Nockels (1978 to 
1984). He was succeeded by the Reverend Graham John Marcer (1984 to 1990). 
For a period of time - from 1990 until 2008 - there were ‘priests-in-charge’ covering 
various parishes. Unfortunately, this led to a ‘hit-and-miss’ situation regarding 
services and thus helped accelerate the loss of regular worshippers! The vicars from 
2006 until 2007 (Reverend Norman Boakes) and 2008 until 2014 (Reverend Roy 
Hemmings) were fighting a lost cause, with no help - of reversing the trend – from 
Winchester at all! 
 
Tiny Toes Nursery 
 
I am concerned - and therefore object - because of the ‘and/or offices and/or light 
industrial use, and for accompanying ancillary thereto.’ Which, could lead to all 
sorts of development! Explanation below: 
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After the proposed ‘Bournemouth Church Housing Association’ scheme for St Jude’s 
site was quashed in September 2015. The St Jude’s site was put on the market 
again. On the 28th April 2016, the ‘St Jude’s Church Action Group’ met with the then 
Archdeacon of Bournemouth, Peter Rouch. At that meeting we were informed there 
were four bidders; a nursery and three churches. An email from Anthony Smith, 
Head of Resources Development, in February 2016) confirmed there were three 
churches (see appendix D). I have since been informed that the Romanian Orthodox 
Church (to be mentioned below) was one of the three Churches. Peter also 
explained the process - the Church adopted to decide their preferred bidder - could 
take 12 to 18 months. The nursery we already knew was ‘Tiny Toes Nursery’ as we 
had already met with their representatives, Sasha Wybourne (Director) and Neil 
Lewis.  No, satisfactory, explanation has been given as to why this particular (2016) 
Church process was terminated! (Note: At the end of my objection but still 
included in them - I query this) 
 
Five years later - even though another Church (a member of the WCC) had also 
tendered for the St Jude’s site - ‘Tiny Toes Nursery’ becomes the Church’s preferred 
bidder. The St Jude’s site must be a very attractive proposition. Especially when they 
already have an established, functional nursery only a mile away.  Is it because, with 
their and/or options, they have hit on a number of uses the Church deem suitable for 
closed churches? Is it because, two of the present-day Directors, are also directors 
of other companies whose businesses are for the ‘Development of Building 
Projects’? (Source: Company House) One of these companies conducted the noise-
survey outside the St Jude’s site! 
 
During the 5-year period mentioned above, another site was available in the area, 
which would have been more suitable as a nursery and pre-school! The site had 
previously been a school – (the old St Jude’s school mentioned in the foreword). 
 
I fear for the future of both St Jude’s church and hall. Mainly because of what I have 
said immediately above and the compliance with the extract (over leaf) from the 
‘Guidance for Purchasers and Lessees on Acquiring a Closed Church Building’. 
 
 
 “Changing Circumstances 
 

If in future you want to change the authorised use, or make further 
changes, your proposals will be looked at – as long as – they continue 
to fit in with the character and setting of the building. 
 
We want to work with you to make sure that the building continues to 
have a future that benefits you and the community” 

 
If the Scheme is made, then it means that the stipulations from the 1939 and 1956 
conveyances must have been ‘circumnavigated’. What would stop any new 
stipulations on the current conveyance being ‘circumnavigated’ sometime in the 
future? The hall will be the first building to go! At the public drop-in session, 28th 
March 2022, the plans were for the church only, I looked, specifically, to see what 
was planned for the hall because – even though it isn’t part of the Scheme - it does 
come into consideration after any sale. 

Commented [DG1]: Y  
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At the same public drop-in session, we were informed that no planning permission 
would be required. ‘Tiny Toes Nursery’ submitted formal planning application dated 
5th April 2022. This just a week after the ‘drop-in session’. The proposed plans show 
that we were completely misled at the drop-in session regarding external 
alterations/changes. This increases my fear of the St Jude’s site being developed 
into something other than a nursery/pre-school in the future. 
 
As with so many things since 2014, a complete lack of transparency. Since 
2014 there seems to have been a total disregard for the local community! Why 
should that change in the future? 
 
I reiterate - ‘how does a children’s nursery and pre-school and/or office and/or 
light industrial use, and for purposes ancillary thereto’ - morally or legally 
comply with Catherine Harriett Denness’ wishes/stipulations in the conveyance she 
put her signature to (all in good faith) in 1939? 
 
From ‘the official copy of register of title – Charges register’ referring to the 1939 
conveyance; 
 
 “__ the land was conveyed subject to the stipulations contained 
therein.”  
 
Source: Land Registry, Title number HP709414  
 
 
Neil Lewis from Tiny Toes Nursery showed genuine surprise and concern at the 
strength of feeling - against his proposed plans - from the local community at the 
drop-in session. Outside in the car-park in front of St Jude’s, he said to my wife; “I 
didn’t even know it was on the market until someone from the church 
contacted me and said St Jude’s was on the market if you are still interested”. 
The ‘still’ I assume is referring to 2016. 
 
Finally, to sell to a private enterprise (Tiny Toes Nursery), not only does it deprive 
another Christian Church use of the church. you deprive the residents of a 
community asset - the church hall. Prior to the pandemic the hall was used for 
various activities and purposes. Even more so before 2014. 
 
Romanian Orthodox Church 
 
As I have already stated, I do not believe the preferred/intended use this Scheme 
offers fits - ethically - with the wishes expressed by Catherine Harriett Denness’ in 
the conveyance in 1939. Whereas, another Christian Church certainly would. 
 
The Romanian Orthodox Church (ROC) has tendered for the St Jude’s site when it 
has come on the market on two separate occasions: 
 

1. In 2016. The ‘use-seeking procedure/protocol’ seemingly disappeared into 
thin air! and again; 
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2. In 2020. On this occasion the marketing agency didn’t treat the bid 
professionally at all! (See representation submitted by Mr David Fletcher). 

 
I fail to see why the Church is, seemingly, so reluctant to allow the ROC – a member 
of the WCC - to purchase St Jude’s, when: 
 

• In February 2012, Her Majesty, the Queen, in an address the leaders of 
Britain’s main religions stated (extracts): 

 
(a). ‘And she emphasised that while the Church, of which she was 
head, was ’woven into the fabric of the country’ it also had a ‘duty’ 
to protect freedom of worship for other faiths in order to build ‘a 
better society’.’ and; 

 
(b). ‘The concept of our established Church is occasionally 
misunderstood and, I believe, commonly under-appreciated. Its 
role is not to defend Anglicanism to the exclusion of other 
religions. Instead, the Church has a duty to protect the free  
practice of all faiths in this country.’  
Source: http://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article-2101606/Queen-

stands-Christianity-Church-England-misunderstood-appreciated.html 
 

• The Church of England’s strap line states: 
 
 “A CHRISTIAN PRESENCE IN EVERY COMMUNITY” 
 
In line with that proclamation, I – and the local community – wish to see St 
Jude’s remain at the centre of our community no matter the denomination of 
the Christian worshippers. and; 

 

• Under the ‘Mission and Pastoral Measure 2011’, the first in the common 
alternative uses list is; 
 “Worship by other Christian Bodies” 
 
Also, In the ‘Guidance for Purchasers and Lessees on Acquiring a Closed 
Church Building’, the first in the ‘many-suitable-uses-list’ is; 
 
 “Places of worship for other Christian bodies” 
 

• In an email (11th January 2016) from Maybush PCC which, included an 
extract from the minute of the Maybush PCC on 16th June 2015. An extract 
from that minute noted (see appendix G); 
 

“__the St Jude’s PCC before amalgamation of the parishes had 
expressed a preference that the existing church of St Jude should 
remain in use as a place of Christian worship when sold;” 

 
Should this not carry more weight than any decision from the PCC of 
Maybush who live and worship further afield from the community surrounding 
St Jude’s? 
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• Whilst our petition of 2015/16 apparently cannot be submitted, nevertheless 
over 1,000 people signed it. The last few words of the header of that petition 
read: 
 
 “___we wish it (St Jude’s church”) to remain a place of worship. 
 

Surely all the above, indicate reasons why St Jude’s should remain a place of 
worship and NOT sold to a private enterprise. 
 
Regarding the ROC: They first hired St Jude’s church in April 2015; Their 
congregation increased on a regular basis to an average of 150 at the start of the 
pandemic. In march 2020 the gates were locked and the ROC were told St Jude’s 
would be no longer available to them from then on! 
 
Finally, I query the protocol/procedure since 2014 
 
Firstly, after reading the Church’s documentation regarding redundant/closed 
churches, I have come to this conclusion and brief summarisation: 
 
In the first instance it is the PCC who make the decision to close a church as a place 
of worship and make recommendation to the Diocese regards selling. The Diocese 
then have local consultation within the Church and initiate a marketing process. After 
this process the PCC are informed of any bidders and it is up to them (PCC) to 
decide on a preferred bidder. The decision is passed to the Diocese who then put 
the recommendation to the Church Commissioners. After another round of advisory 
consultation, the Church Commissioners decide on the suitability and draw up a 
Scheme that goes to public consultation. Another Christian Church – as is mentioned 
above – is accepted as a suitable purchaser. 
 
We have been informed on numerous occasions that as a charity the Church must 
look to the highest suitable bidder. According to a reputable law firm ‘Womble Bond 
Dickinson’ this isn’t necessarily the case. Quote; 
 

“The first point is that a sale of land by a charity at less than best terms 
can only be made where it is transferring the property to another charity 
as an application of its assets to further its charitable purposes.” 

 
Source: https://www.womblebonddickinson.com/uk/insights/articles-and-
briefings/selling-charity-land-commercial-terms-vs-social-impact-balancing 
 
The Romanian Orthodox Church is a registered charity! Why have they not been 
accepted as a preferred bidder? I would hope the Anglican Church puts 
Christianity before money.  
 
Secondly, as I stated earlier the pastoral scheme dated 22nd May 2014 created a 
single ‘Parish of Maybush’ from the former parishes Maybush and Southampton St 
Jude. This means that the PCC of St Jude’s must have made the decision to close 
the church sometime prior to May 2014. This before any amalgamated Maybush 
PCC resolution. 
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In June 2015 the Maybush PCC agreed - in principle – that the proposed sale of the 
church and hall (St Jude’s) to the ‘Bournemouth Churches Housing Association’ be 
explored. Did this reach a ‘Mission and Pastoral Measure 2011’ Scheme level?  
If so, why was there no public consultation? 
If a Scheme was not drawn up, then why not? 
 
In April 2016 we were informed that a nursery and 3 churches were interested in 
purchasing St Jude’s. Did the Maybush PCC make a decision on a preferred 
bidder? If not, why not? If they did, then what happened to the marketing 
process? 
 
We now have the present ‘Mission and Pastoral Measure 2011’ affecting St Jude’s. 
When did the Maybush PCC decide that ‘Tiny Toes Nursery’ was their 
preferred bidder? The early 2015/16 minutes/records of the Maybush PCC – both 
digitally and hard-copy – have disappeared. (As have the 2014 minutes of St 
Jude’s). I was informed that these minutes/records had been passed to the 
Southampton City Archives. I – recently - waited whilst an Archivist searched for over 
an hour! I was informed that the last records for St Peter’s (Maybush) and St Jude’s 
were dated 2008! Does this disappearance extend to the minute/record of the 
Maybush PCC deciding that Tiny Toes Nursery was the preferred bidder in the 
present Scheme? Who can verify that the Maybush PCC made that decision 
and when? Furthermore, but perhaps not as important, there were letters written in 
2015 by ex-St Jude’s PCC members reiterating the decision of the last minute of the 
St Jude’s PCC for St Jude’s church to remain a place of worship. Have these letters 
disappeared as well? 
 
So, my last question has to be: Why – when I have been informed that the 
procedure can take as little as nine months – has it taken 8 years to get where 
we are today? 
 
Yours Truly 
 
Dave Griffiths 

Sent attached to email. 
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(47) Mrs Helen J Griffiths 
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(48) Elena Gabriela Grumazescu 
 

Dear mr. Rex, 
Christ is risen! 
 
I hope this message will find you in good health and with high energy levels. 
I would like to make an appeal to you, to help us get Saint Jude’s church back. 
 
I belong to the Christian Romanian orthodox community Saint Calinic from 
Cernica since its foundation, as I have been living and working in Southampton 
for over 17 years now. 
 
For the first 10 years myself and my family were like some sort of pilgrims, 
attached to other orthodox communities ( the Greek and Russian one), 
because we did not have a Romanian Church in the area. 
 
Words can’t describe what it meant for us when father Ovidiu Semerian moved 
to England and started a Romanian orthodox parish in Southampton at Saint 
Jude church. 
I become emotional even now when I remember how I felt during the 
first  divine liturgy…blessed light entered our spirit, made us stronger. 
 
Finally my son could learn and understand new words in Romanian, learn 
about the traditions his grandparents valued so much and lived by.  
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Having Saint Jude church as our “home away from home” for over 5 years, 
under the warm, wise guidance of father Ovidiu means the world to us. 
 
Having the chance to pray surrounded by beloved, familiar icons, receive 
communion, light candles, remember the departed ones with food and drinks 
given for charity, as the tradition goes, it brings us peace and joy. 
 
Listening to the choir byzantine chanting, joining in for Christmas carols, Lent 
chanting or being part of charity fundraising, gives us a strong sense of 
belonging. 
 
Your church is a beautiful place where you learn to do the right thing. 
The blessed place where you can teach children from your community how to 
apply in practice the values of Christianity. 
 
Sunday school remains a valuable environment, popular for education, where 
so many families trust to bring their young children and teenagers. 
 
This wonderful world of rich spirituality from which hundreds of people gained 
so much, has been adversely affected when the Diocese of Winchester 
abruptly decided that we have to leave. 
 
As they put Saint Jude’s church on the market and the whole Romanian 
community did not really get a fair chance to buy it. 
 
This is the place where hundreds of babies have been christened, several 
young families said their wedding vows with great happiness and where other 
families said goodbye to loved ones during funerals. 
 
The Christian orthodox Romanian community currently uses a beautiful church, 
near Exbury gardens and we praise the Lord for this opportunity. 
However, as the community has continued to grow every year, the size of the 
church is far too small for our needs. 
Also, some families struggle to get there, due to its location and lack of public 
transport. 
 
You are probably aware that the parish actually extends to Portsmouth, 
Bournemouth, Salisbury, Alton, Petersfield, Fareham and Winchester. 
We are only asking to be treated fairly, as a community, by the relevant 
authorities. 
 
We all work, contributing greatly to the local and regional economy. 
I personally work in the NHS (for 15 years now) and my husband adds his fair 
share as well, through his work in the private healthcare sector. 
 
I would like to mention that we have double citizenship, British and Romanian. 
There are many families we know, in the same situation, as ourselves. 
 
I strongly believe that it is in your power to make a difference on this important 
issue for a whole community. 
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You can stop this precious church and land gifted to the Shirley community with 
a specific covenant from being turned into “a light industrial unit”. 
 
You can help us to keep Saint Jude church as a place of worship, which 
benefits hundreds of people now, possibly thousands of people in the future. 
 
You can help us get our church back! 
The Christians from Saint Calinic of Cernica rely on you a great deal for 
support. 
Thank you in advance for your kindness. 

 
 

(49) Sorin Iagar 
 
As per (4) above in the main 
 
 

(50) Alexandra Gabriela Iacob + family 
 
Please take into consideration my letter, which means a lot for my family.  

This church gave us hopes, after praying all the wishes came true. We 

became godparents in this church, every Sunday we came from Oxford to 

participate at the Holy Liturgy. Now we are moved in Winchester and we will 

be very grateful to everyone who help our community to have back the Holy 

Church.  

May as God to bless all the people who valorify the church and gives her the 

real mission. The church is like a ship for our souls which helps us to fight with 

the sins waves.  

Rest is as per (4) above in the main 
 
 

(51) Mihai Iacob 
 
Please take in consideration my letter because the Church has an important 

place in my heart. It remembers me about my family which is passed away 

and about my dear ones from my country. This Church is my family and I will 

be very glad to be present in the same honorable place in Southampton.  

Rest is as per (4) above in the main 
 
 

(52) Nicoleta Ilie + partner 
 
As per (4) above in the main 
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(53) Raluca Ana Ionescu 

 
Good evening Mr Rex Andrew, 

We would love for the Church to stay within the community as it brings peace and it 

has the God's Grace. It will be a massive loss for everyone and it will be sad to see it 

go! 

 
(54) Louise Jackson 

 
As per (9) above 
 
 

(55) Mrs Edna Jenkins 
 
As per (9) above 
 
 

(56) Ioan Laver 
 
As per (4) above in the main 
 
 

(57) Maria and young Ianis-Gabriel Laver 
 
As per (4) above in the main – Ianis-Gabriel is 4 yrs old 
 
 

(58) Mihaela Lazar 
 

Dear Mr Andrew,  

I  am Mihaela,  a Romanian who lives in Poole since 2008. When I came to Poole, 

there was a Romanian Orthodox  Parish. Attending to Sunday Liturgy in my native 

language it was like traveling all the way home every single week. It was a blessing 

and the main tool of resilience to adapt in a new society.  God will made the 

Romanian Orthodox Parish to became an Antiochian Orthodox Parish with an 

extremely dedicated English priest. I was warmly welcomed and now it is my second 

home. I had the capacity to adapt to a service entirely in English. I made myself an 

active parishioner and play my role to support as much as I can every Romanian 

who seek advice and support from our priest. What I realized in the last 10 years is, 

as much as Father Chrysostom MacDonnell is trying to accommodate everyone's 

custom, people are keep asking: is there any priest who speaks Romanian? The 

faith unfortunately can't be translated.  People will carry to pray in their mother's 

tongue.  They need to confess in their native language.  They need support even if 

they don't speak English very well.   
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While the Romanian Parish was active at Saint Jude Church, I confidently 

recommended everyone to go there. They felt welcomed and found their answers 

and the support which they were after. 

Since Father Ovidiu Severean lost the access to Saint Jude Church, people started 

to come more and more to our Church: Saint Dunstan of Canterbury Orthodox 

Church.  Our priest started to be very busy, every single Saturday  having at least 

one Baptism.  On Orthodox Easter Night, there were 1800 people coming to church 

to receive the Holly Light and to bless the food.  

So many of them were telling me how much do they miss their Romanian Church 

from Saint Jude in Southampton.   

Our church it is a listed building.  I know how important is for the community to know 

that it is still alive and to know that it is still used to serv God.  

If there is still something possible to be done, for the Romanian Orthodox Church to 

use Saint Jude's Church, please do it. You will never regret. Where people are 

praying,  God give His mercy.  

I  know you have the best intentions and I  trusting God that He enlightening you all 

to make everything sorted.   
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(59) Martin Lebburn 
 
As per (9) above 
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(60) Mrs Mary Lebburn 
 
As per (9) above 
 
 

(61) Cristina Lisenche-Pop 
 

Please receive this e-mail as a gentle request to look into the matter of St. Jude's 

Church being allowed to be used as a place of worship for the Romanian Orthodox 

community in the SE of England. 

Since Father Ovidiu started Sunday Mass at St. Jude's approx. 6 years ago, it was 

always a pleasure for us to be able to get to Mass and take our little ones too so that 

they can have a feel of our Romanian side too, as much as we value and got used to 

the English way of living. Unfortunately, the pandemic has created a precedent and 

once the Church had to be closed, Father Ovidiu had so much difficulty in 

persuading the organization to allow us to maybe try and buy the location or even 

just be able to get back there as it is the right location and size for our Church 

community. Father Ovidiu has managed to find a temporary Church, which as 

beautiful as it is, is just so much further away and not easily accessible for people 

without a car. 

Us as community are making donations in the St. Calinic from Southampton Church 

charity funds and are ever so hopeful that this time you will consider Father Ovidiu's 

proposal to buy the church which will allow us to be back to the place we got used to, 

where our little ones got christened, where we can be sad, happy, hopeful, and just 

have a moment with God. 

Thank you for taking time to read this e-mail and hopefully many more from other 

families from our community. 

 

(62) Marius Lucian 
 
Good afternoon… 

My name is Marius and I would like to say a few words about St Jude’s Church… 

Is the place I use to go even since I came to UK in 2014…I keep this church in my 

heart as is the place where my soul find a bit of rest and spiritual happiness…Please 

keep it as a Church and I assure that many people will appreciate this.! 

 
(63) Rahela Lungu 
 
As per (4) above in the main 
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(64) Istvan Lupo 
 
My name is Istvan Lupo and this message I am writing is intended to support the 

Romanian community, being part of it. With all the Romanians that have already 

written to you, I share the same wish, to have our own Church, which for five years 

used to be St. Jude's Church. Because of the pandemic and other circumstances the 

Church was not available anymore. Please in the name of my family and in the name 

of the community, keep the Church destination the same, which is to remain a place 

of worship, the house of God and not to be sold or become a nursery.  

 
(65) Vasilica Manea 
 

As per (4) above in the main 
 
 
(66) John Meek 
 

As per (9) above 
 
 
(67) David Mihai 
 
Our beloved priest told us to share our opinion with you in regards to St Jude's 

Church. It is heartbreaking thinking that such an important place can be taken away 

from the community.  

It is a sacred place where people find peace, pray and make unforgettable 

memories. I hope to see the best out of this outcome! 

 
(68) Florin Mincu 
 

As per (4) above in the main 
 
 
(69) Mrs Edith New 
 

As per (9) above 
 
 
(70) Daniela Olosutean 
 
I am a Christian Orthodox and a paediatric nurse in Queen Alexandra Hospital in 
Portsmouth. I am writing this email to ask you kindly to allow St Jude Church to 
remain a church. 
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I am a Romanian citizen and I have been living in UK since 2015. In April 2015, the 
Christian Orthodox priest, Father Ovidiu Semerean, established the Parish of St 
Calinic of Cernica in Hampshire. The Orthodox Romanian Community never  had a 
church or a parish before in the Southern England until that year. It is the only one 
that we have currently. Back in 2015, the Father and our community were allowed to 
use the St Jude Church in Southampton until it has been decided that the Church 
should be sold. Our community had to move to two consecutive churches; currently 
we are allowed to use St Katharine Church in Exbury, New Forrest, for 3 Sundays a 
month.  
 
Please, Mr Andrew, for the love of God Almighty, allow St Jude Church to remain a 
church. I am asking you kindly from my heart. We, as a community,  are doing our 
best to collect the money to buy this lovely church and to keep it as the House of 
Lord, the way it has been built from the start. This church is very dear to our souls. 
We were able to find a piece of home in there and the mercy of God. There is a big 
Romanian Christian Orthodox community in this part of England and people West 
Sussex, Dorset, Wiltshire and Surrey are coming to the church. I also travel from 
Waterlooville, Hampshire to attend the Mass. And I am more than happy to do it. 
 
The faith is essential for me and my family. God gives us strength to continue living 
and working. My husband is amputated due to a road traffic accident. My beloved 
mum passed away 6 months ago, due to cancer. My daughter finds her peace 
attending the Mass. The church is the place where I find courage, love and the will to 
go on. Please, do not take that away from us. 
 
I am looking forward for your reply. 
May God bless you in everything you do and guide your heart towards the best 
decision.  
 
(71) Simona Oprea + family 
 
My name is Simona Oprea, I'm writing this on behalf of myself and my family.  
 
We are Romanian living in Portsmouth and we love to attend the religious service at 
St. Jude's Church in Warren Avenue, Southampton. 
 
It would mean the world for the Romanian community to be able to go to the church 
as it is a very important part of our culture and identity.  
 
If there is a chance for us to continue to use this church we will be forever grateful 

     .  
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(72) Andrew Orange 
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(73) Oana Pintea 
 

As per (4) above in the main 
 
 
(74) Vasile-Cristinel Pintea 
 

As per (4) above in the main 
 
 
(75) John Pitea 
 
Dear Mr Andrew, 
 
I am writing in relation to the recent public consultation, regarding the proposed 
redevelopment of St. Jude’s Church. 
 
First, we would like to thank you for your continued support over the years and for 
allowing us to attend St. Jude Church to praise God. 
 
As you may be or not be aware, prior to 2015 our church services were held at 
Winchester College and was regularly attended each Sunday by approx. 30 people 
from the local area. Since our new Rev. Ovidiu Semerean came in service in 2015, 
this service had grown and flourished with many people attending, not only from 
Hampshire and Dorset, but by others from the wider region. As the service is given in 
both English and Romanian, it has attracted a constant and diverse following of 
approx. 100+ people and helped unite many families within our community. 
  
As the recent community consultation shows, there is wide scale of support for St. 
Jude’s to remain as a place of worship and not to be redeveloped. With its dual 
language service, it provides a sanctity to worship God and is pivotal to the well-
being of the many of us  that attend in these uncertain times. It also serves as a base 
to unite and support the community, who would be devastated if it was to be 
changed from a place to praise our Lord. 
 

R76



Maybush – Southampton St Jude  
Representations - redacted 

Although we understand since the pandemic, we have been restricted in our 
opportunity to gather and this has had a negative effect on us all. We are hopeful 
that these times are behind us, and we can continue with our charitable work and 
fundraisers, helping those who need it most within our community, providing support 
for people affected by issues such as the financial crisis, mental health/stress, and a 
range of other local issues.   
 
With all the above considered, we pray that you may give us the opportunity to offer 
a competitive bid, with the support from our community, to purchase St. Jude 
Church, allowing it to remain as a House of God.  
 
I trust that God will guide you, and those deciding the future of the church, to the 
right outcome and our prays are with you. 
 
God Bless you! 
 
Yours Faithfully, 
John Pitea 
Member of the St. Jude Community  
 
(76) Lucian Popusoi 
 
Dear sir 

I am writing in relation to St Jude Church in Southampton. It is my strong opinion that 

this should remain a place of worship.  

Kind regards 

Lucian Popusoi  

 
(77) Constantina Laurentia Predoi 
 
Hope you are well. I would like to express my desire but also the need 
concerning ST Jude Church- to keep it as a Church and not a nursery or office or 
light industrial unit.  
  
I have been going to this Church 3 years before Covid happened and I cannot tell 
you how important this location is for me and all the christians that follow Father 
Ovidiu. Such a beautiful english monument to be destroyed and simply vanish under 
the modern world is definitely not what Holy Father would want.  
 
This is my humble request and I hope it will help understand the need to have this 
location as a Church. God bless us all! Thank you so much for looking into this and 
helping us.  
 
 
(78) Colin Richardson 
 

As per (9) above 
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(79) James Richardson 
 

As per (9) above 
 
 
(80) Mr J M Richardson 
 

As per (9) above 
 
 
(81) Lee Richardson 
 

As per (9) above 
 
 
(82) Mrs Lisa Richardson 
 

As per (9) above 
 
 
(83) Margery Richardson 
 

As per (9) above 
 
 
(84) David Rule 
 
I write to record my opposition to the proposals contained in the draft Scheme 
affecting St Jude Church Southampton. 
 
I attach a copy of a letter I wrote to Rex Andrew 4 April 2022 asking for information 
to enable me to consider properly the Scheme. The response has not provided me 
with the information needed or pointed me to who is the person to give me what I ask 
and inevitably therefore my opposition is expressed.  
 
I believe it is only fair and reasonable that due process in dealing with the points 
raised by me is demonstrated to interested parties as having occurred. At this stage I 
am content to see rolled out the programme for how the matter is planned to proceed 
but I will be tenacious in getting the facts one way or another. 
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(85) Elvira Rus 
 

As per (4) above in the main 
 
 
(86) Anna Sinca 
 
We want to keep st.jude's church as a place of worship 
 
(87) Iulia M Tanasa 
 
Please accept this e-mail to express my support for keeping the St Jude's Church 

from Southampton as a functioning  Christian Orthodox  Church. 

 

We all know how important it is to protect Christianity in the days we live in and how 

difficult it is to keep the light of faith burning. While many European Churches are 
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turned into homes or even become night clubs, we rely on you Mr Rex Andrew to 

grant christians the use of this building for the purpose that your ancestors built it for: 

prayer and worship! 

 
(88) Ramona Tanasa 
 

As per (4) above in the main 
 
 
(89) Don Thomas 
 

As per (9) above 
 
 
(90) Karen Thompson 
 

As per (9) above 
 
 
(91) Andrei Trifan 
 

As per (4) above in the main 
 
 
(92) Nicoleta Valculescu 
 

As per (4) above in the main 
 
 
(93) Adriana Veres 
 
My name is Adriana Sabou and together with my husband, we would like to express 

our strong wish to have our church in St Jude where we have spent many wonderful 

moments with my family and friends. 

Please keep this as a church so we could return to our place of worship. 

Thank you very much. 

 
(94) Alina Vrabie and family 
 
I am writing to you in regards to St Jude Church from Southampton. 
 
According with the statistic, , more than 400 churches have been shut down in less 
than a decade.Churches are part of England’ s heritage,  and culture and are a 
symbol of Christianity . We have noticed in the last years a decline in 
church  attendance and for this reason, we would appreciate if you can take our case 
forward. As June 2021, there are 342 thousand Romanians living in the United 
Kingdom and there are only around 24 churches where we can go to pray. As 
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Christians, we have deep connections with the church and its leaders.The number of 
churches where we can go is disproportionate with the number of Romanians  that 
go to worship. 
 
It is difficult to get so many signatures in short time  in  favour of keeping the  church 
as a sacred place   but this church was the heart of our community ,where many 
people had their weddings, christen  their children or just  went to find their inner 
peace. This church is the only one around the  area, offering services to Romanian 
people from Hampshire,Surrey, Dorset,  West Sussex,Wiltshire. 
 
We pray that we can keep the church and have confidence that our request will be 
considered. 
 
Thank you for investing your time in dealing with our case. It is much appreciated.  
 
 
(95) Mrs Diona Whitaker 
 
Dear Sir, 
 
Re: Draft Pastoral Church Building Scheme providing for the Church of St Jude, 
Southampton  
 
I would like to make a representation against the above scheme which proposes to 
‘close the church for regular worship’ and use it for other purposes.  
 
I am making this representation as a member of the Romanian Orthodox Church, St 
Calinic of Cernica, which rented St Jude’s and worshipped there for 5 years and 
would like to continue doing so with a view to buying this church.  
 
As a member of this church I feel that the diocese of Winchester hasn’t supported 
the Romanian Orthodox Church in a truly ecumenical way to continue worshipping at 
this church or given a clear explanation as to why after 5 years of being good 
tenants, repairing the roof when it leaked and having the support of the local 
residents, we found ourselves locked out without the possibility of returning after the 
Covid restrictions had been lifted.  
 
The reasons for which I am making this representation are: 
-The Romanian Orthodox church is a Trinitarian church 
-has a thriving congregation of young and old which contribute to the economic   life 
of the city 
- instills the Christian values in the life of the Romanian expats 
- would like to buy St Jude, money being contributed now by its parishioners towards 
the charitable account of St Calinic of Cernica -finds St Jude is an ideal location for a 
place of worship for the Romanian congregation as many live in Shirley. ( at the 
moment we worship in St Kathryne church Exbury which is a long way from the city) 
-it’s easily accessible by public transport for those that do not posses a car and who 
live further away. 
-it’s indispensable for the life of the Romanian community for life’s 3 great events 
baptisms, marriages and funerals 
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- it provides the community with a nucleus and a link with home 
 
(I am a Romanian myself,  I live in Southampton and have been married for more 
than 40 years to an Anglican, currently church warden to St Michael the Archangel in 
the city. He also supports our cause in an ecumenical way.) 
 
Thanking you for taking the time to read this, I ask you to reconsider the situation of 
St Jude’s and on the eve of Orthodox Easter, I wish you all the best in the light of the 
Risen Christ. 
 

 
(96) Mrs L Williams 
 

As per (9) above 
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(97) PETITION to save St Jude’s church + hall – submitted by David Fletcher 
 
1,387 signatures in total according to Mr Fletcher. A further submission contained 32 
signatures. So 1,419 signatures in total. 
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(98) PETITION – submitted by David Griffiths 
 
Dear Mr Andrew 
 
Re: Draft Scheme affecting the church of St Jude, Shirley Warren, 
Southampton. 
 
This petition was compiled during April 2022. There are 205 signatories. 
 
Some of the signatories have lived within an area surrounding St Jude’s for many 
years. Others no longer live in the area, but have relatives that still do or were raised 
within the St Judes parish. Others do not live in the area and signed because they 
believe parish churches should not be sold off for private enterprise. The community 
- like the City of Southampton and the United Kingdom - is very diverse in Faith, 
Culture and Nationality. This can be seen by the number of signatories from other 
nationalities other than British. 
 
All the signatories – for various reasons - signed because they wish to see St 
Jude’s remain as a church and not become a nursery/pre-school. 
 
Many residents have told me that a religious building indicates the presence of God 
or Christ in the community. Some people stop and cross themselves, genuflect or 
bow-their-heads when passing by St Jude’s church.  
 
Many local residents are the amongst lower paid staff at the General Hospital Taking 
that into account, how could parents afford Tiny Toes Nursery’s fees? There are 
plenty of other affordable nurseries (11 within a ¾ mile radius of St Jude’s church) in 
the area and another isn’t a necessity. 
 
No, to Tiny Toes Day Nursery. It is not a nursery the community need, it is a 
church - If not Anglican - then another Christian Church. 
 
Along with the church comes a hall. A private enterprise such as Tiny Toes Nursery 
would deprive the residents of their only community facility/asset – the hall. 
 
As well as this petition, 33 standard letters have been submitted. These letters 
underline the petition and both, the letters and petition, object to the draft Scheme. 
 
I would like – on behalf of the signatories - the opportunity to speak to the 
Commissioners in the event of any hearing. 
 
Yours Truly 
Dave Griffiths 
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Petition as per (97) above 
 
 
(99) PETITION - Laura Hota 
 
25 signatories 
 
Hi!  
My name is Laura Hota and I am one romanian woman who would like to have a 
romanian church we can use. 
 
I am written down a list with names of Romanians who would like to use St Jude 
church. 25 in total.  
 
Please Sir allow us to have our church. We miss the services! 
Thank you in advance and God bless! 
 
 
(100) PETITION from Daniela Budai 
 
Petition as per (97) above with 18 signatories 
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(101) Chinese Christian Trustees 
 
Nature of interest in case 
Local church 
 
Is your representation for or against the draft scheme or order (required) 
Against 
 
Representation: 
Dear Sirs 
 
We were recently made aware by members of our church (Southampton Chinese 
Christian Fellowship – SCCF) who live local to St Jude’s Church that you were 
undertaking a consultation on its future.  
 
We understand that there is a provisional sale to Tiny Toes Day Nursery; however, 
we would be very keen to offer an option to retain a local church within the existing 
building. 
 
As such, we are against the current draft scheme. 
 
BACKGROUND TO SCCF 
Our church was formed in 1974, and we are a non-denominational church in 
Southampton. Our aim is to worship and glorify God and tell others about the gospel 
of our Lord Jesus Christ. We welcome all people to our church and our purpose as a 
church is to grow one another in our relationship with God.  
 
In particular, we have a calling to reach out to the non-English speaking Chinese 
community in Southampton and our Sunday services are conducted in English, 
Cantonese and Mandarin. 
 
OUR INTEREST IN ST JUDE’S 
We have been waiting to find a permanent location for our meetings and believe that 
St Jude could provide a permanent home for our church, whilst enabling a Christian 
presence to continue within the Shirley Warren community. 
 
We previously placed a bid when the St Jude building was put up for sale in 2016. 
We did not receive any feedback on our bid, and heard nothing further. We were not 
aware of the building being put up for sale again in 2021, and were not contacted as 
a historic bidder. We only became recently aware of this through this current public 
consultation. 
 
CONSIDERATIONS AS PART OF OUR OBJECTION TO THE DRAFT SCHEME 
We regret formally rejecting the draft scheme, and appreciate that this may cause 
inconvenience – particularly Tiny Toes Day Nursery. However, we would ask the 
Commissioners to consider the following. 
 
Firstly, the Church of England’s vocation is to proclaim the good news of Jesus 
Christ. We would respectfully ask the Commissioners to review if it is aligned to this 
vocation to change the use of the church to a nursery. Instead, we believe the 

R89



Maybush – Southampton St Jude  
Representations - redacted 

Commissioners should consider whether there are other local churches who might 
be able to use the building. 
 
Secondly, we believe that SCCF is a local church who would be able to use the St 
Jude building to continue to proclaim the good news of Jesus Christ – and therefore 
would wish to be considered as an alternate party to the existing preferred bidder. 
We understand that Church of England policies prevent the sale of the building to 
any group whose doctrine differs to the Church of England – however, we do not 
believe that this applies to us.  
 
Thirdly, we believe that if the Commissioners were to consider enabling SCCF to 
purchase the building, this would be aligned with one the Church of England 
priorities to have a more diverse Christian faith. As a church who has had a 
presence, but no permanent physical location, in Southampton for nearly 50 years, 
this would be an opportunity to support the diversity of the Christian faith within 
Southampton. 
 
Fourthly, we understand that under the Church of England’s Mission and Pastoral 
Measure 2011 the Church of England and Commissioners do not necessarily have 
to dispose of the building to the highest bidder. There remains discretion to enable 
another Christian body to utilise the site for Christian worship – even if this may not 
be the most commercially advantageous option. We would ask the Commissioners, 
in the light of the above points, to halt the existing sale under the current 
arrangements.  
 
Fifthly, we understand that the preference of a significant proportion of the local 
community is to maintain a local church building rather than a commercial enterprise. 
We would ask the Commissioners to fully consider the feedback of the local 
community. 
 
SUMMARY 
As such, we would ask the Commissioners to consider halting the existing purchase 
and planned scheme, and to reconsider whether a Christian body, such as 
Southampton Chinese Christian Fellowship, might instead be a more appropriate 
organisation to use St Jude’s Church in the coming years. 
 
The Trustees of Southampton Chinese Christian Fellowship, for and on behalf of its 
members. 
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Concerns raised by David Griffiths on planning process being run at 
same time as the MPM 2011 one 

 
 

Good Evening Rex, 
 
Please excuse any passages in bold, I am not shouting purely putting emphasis on 
some points made. 
 
Regarding your email below, 
 
I and other residents have down-loaded the full planning application from the 
Southampton City Council (SCC) website. Please find extracts from that planning 
application attached. 
 
Please see the attachment. Fixed to a post outside of St Jude’s near the gates into 
the site! What is going on??? 
 
The pre-application was submitted on 12th May 2021 (can be verified at SCC 
Planning No: 22/00540/FUL)! 
 
The Consultee has approved the proposed plans from Tiny Toes Nursery (can be 
verified at SCC Planning No: 22/00540/FUL)! 
 
At the ‘drop-in session’ a group of residents were informed that planning permission 
wasn’t required as any alterations were to be made inside the church only and NOT 
external (can be verified at SCC Planning No: 22/00540/FUL)! 
 
We are in the process of making representation to the Church Commissioners which 
must be in by 3rd May 2022. 
 
And now at the same time, we are being requested – by SCC - to submit 
representation regarding this formal planning application by 5th May 2022! 
 
How can anyone, properly, make representation on one (SCC Planning 
Application) when it is entirely dependent of the decision of another (the 
Church Commissioners’ Scheme)?!  
 
‘Tiny Toes Nursery’ must be aware of the pastoral Scheme. Yet, they have pre-
empted the Commissioners decision and submitted a formal planning application 
dated 5th April 2022. This just a week after the ‘drop-in session’. 
 
The SCC Planning Department should be made aware that as at 5th May 2022 
the Church will not have come to any decision regarding the new owners of 
the St Jude’s site. You state in your email below; “Until the Commissioners decide 
on the matter, St Jude’s church will continue to remain within the parochial system 
as a church”. Can I also ask for the Church Commissioners to inform the SCC 
Planning Department that this is the case? 
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There is something very seriously amiss! The SCC Planning obviously had no 
knowledge of the Scheme or the possibility of said Scheme. The Church 
Commissioners – up until now that is – were not aware of the Planning 
Application and are be blindsided and undermined. Tiny Toes Nursery obviously 
thought the Pastoral Scheme was only a formality and went ahead with their 
planning application. Because of all the above, I believe the present Scheme 
should be called in and an enquiry initiated. 
 
There is obviously a hidden agenda! Something the Church Commissioners know 
nothing about. 
Some residents were told in the summer of 2021 - by the Rev Jane Bakker, 
Maybush - that St Jude’s church site had been sold! Pre-application as I have said 
was 12th May 2021 did Rev Bakker know something the Church Commissioners 
didn’t know. As you will see in my representation (to follow before 3rd May) I have 
suggested the protocol surrounding the Scheme maybe flawed. 
 
 
As I have already queried the planning application with my Ward Councillors and 
have courteously copied them into this email. 
 
Regards 
 
Dave Griffiths 
Sent from Mail for Windows 
 
From: Rex Andrew 
Sent: 22 April 2022 13:30 
To: David Griffiths 
Cc: David Fletcher; Sue Fletcher; Don Thomas; Adrian Browning; Peter Wagon; 
Harvey Howlett 
Subject: RE: Clarification - St Jude's, Southampton 
 
Dear Dave 
 
Thank you for this. My understanding of the position is that anyone is free to apply 
for planning permission as and when they wish – and indeed any prospective user 
would want to satisfy themselves that what they are proposing is acceptable to the 
planners. However, and this is the critical bit, until the Commissioners decide on the 
matter, St Jude’s church will continue to remain within the parochial system as a 
church. 
 
You will have seen from the flowchart that I sent you previously that there are 
various outcomes for the proposed Scheme, including an outright rejection by the 
Commissioners. Even if the Commissioners find for the diocese, the representors 
against can still seek leave to appeal details against the Commissioners’ decision 
from the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council.  
 
The consultation process undertaken by the Commissioners is a genuine one – the 
deadline for which is 3 May 2022. 
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I have copied this exchange to colleagues in case they wish to comment on any of 
this. 
 
All the best 
Rex. 
 
From: David Griffiths davidgriffiths440@btinternet.com  
Sent: 22 April 2022 13:12 
To: Rex Andrew rex.andrew@churchofengland.org 
Cc: David Fletcher fletchersspurs@aol.com; Sue Fletcher scfletc@btinternet.com; 
Don Thomas donthomas.coxford@gmail.com 
Subject: Clarification 
 
Good Afternoon Rex, 
 
Please find attached a letter I received today in the post from SCC Planning! 
 
I consider this to be a little pre-emptive as the Church Commissioners will not be 
deciding the fate of St Jude’s until after the 3rd May 2022. 
 
Have I and others been wasting our time with petitions, letters etc during April? 
 
As you see from the attached we have to respond by 5th May 2022! 
 
Regards 
Dave Griffiths 
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Request to get hall listed as a Community Asset 
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For 
 
(1) Kim Allen 
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(2) Michaela Begley 
 

 
 
(3) Tania Clingham 
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(4) Coleen Collins 
 
I am writing in support of the application for a new nursery to be opened at St 

Judes Church as I feel this such am excellent thing to do for the wider 

community. This will give hospital staff and local residents more options for 

top class childcare. 

 

I support this because of my personal experience with Tiny Toes. I have two 

children that attend the Lordshill site and we have been part of the Tiny Toes 

family since 2016. The staff and care provided is just excellent and I will not 

use any other provider as I know my children are cared for, supported and 

thoroughly enjoy their time at Tiny Toes.  

 

I am so grateful to Tiny Toes for the support I have been given and the level 

of care they provide is exceptional. I cannot thank them all enough for this.  

 

I hope that planning goes ahead and the family grows.  

 
 

(5) Miss Joanna Cranwell 
 

 
 
 
(6) Jez Drury 
 
I am writing to you today regarding st Jude’s church in Shirley Warren part of the 
parish of Maybush in Southampton  
 
 
In would like to recommend the proposal of the church building for use as a nursery 
as it will bring life, jobs and money into this area which is much needed  
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I am very encouraged and excited about the proposal and hope it comes to fruition  
 

(7) Clair Fusco of Tiny Toes 
 
Dear Sirs, 

I am Clair Fusco, Nursery Manager at Tiny Toes Day nursery in Lordshill 

Southampton. I have been based in Lordshill, as a childcare professional, since 2016 

and before that, 2012 to 2016, I was based at an Early Years setting in Millbrook. 

In the last decade I have gained knowledge and awareness of the local area, 

supporting my staff teams to provide high quality childcare to children and their 

families.  

During visits, settle sessions and all our best practice, we share with families that 

once you join our Tiny Toes family you are a member forever. This means, that if 

help and support, including a friendly ear, is needed then we are available. In our 

Tiny Toes family, we have a diverse range of cultures and community members, with 

languages including Polish to Marathi. From one parent families to NHS consultants. 

Families and children with Special Educational Needs and Disabilities, vulnerable 

children and their families, and children on full child protection plans. All are welcome 

and celebrated here at Tiny Toes. 

I understand the concerns of the local community to St Jude’s Church, change is 

hard. When I look at St Jude’s church, it is a beautiful building which is empty, 

looking lost and sad at present. I understand the spirit of the building and how this 

needs to continue for the local community. I feel the best way to preserve and revive 

the spirit of this building, is by caring for children within it, breathing new life and 

fulfilling potential while offering support for the wider family and community.  

I am in support of the proposed change of use application but thought it was 

important for you to hear from me, and hopefully support your understanding of the 

role Tiny Toes has in the community. 

Thank you, for your time. 
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(8) Marie Gregson 
 

 
 
(9) Tiffany Hanley 
 

 
 
(10) Mr Ben and Mrs Lauren Harris 
 
Dear Rex 

I and my husband have lived in the local area of st Jude’s church for….. years. We 

are aware of the application to change at Jude’s church to a children a nursery. 2 of 

our children have left tiny toes and gone onto school and 2 of our children currently 

attend tiny toes. The staff go above and beyond not just for the children but for 

parents/Carers too the support is endless. Our 2 children that attend one had speech 

and language as she was very delayed we decided to put her in nursery early the 

work they did with our daughter was exceptional she can now speak full sentences 

and she's at the same level as her other friends. Our son is displaying signs of 

sensory needs and potentially Asd/adhd we decided to put him into nursery early 

from the moment he started things where immediately put in place for him referrals 

where made we are still receiving ongoing support for both us and our son. Our 2 

other children that have left tiny toes we felt their first year at school they where 
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much better equipped in comparison to our eldest 3 who attended a different 

nursery. The stand out reasons we believe are  

SEN support is outstanding as parents of 4 children with additional needs we are 

listened to supported with referrals to professionals even with our children that don't 

attend we feel confident going in and asking for advice and they will help.  

The staff are always happy and bubbly that makes Our children happy and they want 

to go to nursery. This makes us as parents feel at ease knowing they are happy 

attending.  

The children have keyworkers this is great as the children create a bond. We get 

tapestry from their keyworker telling us what they've done or learnt and lots of 

pictures. The way the staff get involved is brilliant we can see why the children get 

excited and their keen to learn and try new things.  

NHS staff we know would really benefit from having a nursery. As we know most 

nurseries are not taking children on from at least September. Even child minders are 

extremely busy and not to mention very pricey.  

It would be much closer to us and this would make things much easier being a busy 

large family with lots of different school drop offs and pick up this is on route.  

 
(11) Kirsty Jauncey 
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(12) Neil Lewis of Tiny Toes 
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(13) Sasha Lewis - Director Tiny Toes 
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(14) Katie Luckwell 
 

 
 
(15) Lara Manock 
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(16) Natalie Middleton 
 

 
 
(17) Amie Roberts 
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(18) Ruck Family 
 

 
 
(19) Gill White 
 
Dear Sir/madam 
 
I have heard that Tiny Toes Day Nursery have been looking to open a Nursery/ 
preschool on the site of St Judes in Warren Avenue. 
 
I have been involved in the Nursery as  carer for about 6yrs as this has proved to 
meet the needs of my Looked after children.  
This has given them a good start before moving to permanent placement.  
 
I have a close friend who uses the Nursery and her other children have also 
attended Tiny Toes.  
 
Just resently I have cared for a child who attended Shirley Warren school. And think 
this will be a asset to the area and use of the building again. 
 
I have always heard good comments about the Nursery / Preschool at Lordshill. 
 
The Nursery has always worked with a strong  Leadership and staff that are 
passionate about their work with the children. 
 
Regards  
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(20) Rev Sheena Williams - Area Dean 
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OUT-OF-TIME – against 
 
(1) Sebastian Pascu 
 
Good evening  
 
I am not exactly sure if anyone will actually read this but here it goes. 
 
I wanted with this email to show a little bit of what faith means for us as Romanians 
and why it is so important to have this piece of stability and piece of home with us 
here. Please note that I am by far what you would call a religious type 
...however...hope the below makes sense 
 
If you ask me what religion means for me as a Romanian ... I can only describe it by 
describing Easter.....it means remembering being upset with mom for asking us not 
to eat meat or dairy for 2 weeks waiting to see the priest so we can have the awaited 
bread and wine and the holy communion, it means waiting in a huge line on our feet 
as kids giggling and doing all sorts and being told off by our elderly for not being 
quiet in the house of the Lord awaiting for the communion. 
 
It means that long road walking from home from around 9-10 at night on the night 
before easter alongside everyone else neighbours friends and just literally everyone 
in town all walking towards their church awaiting to receive the light from the holy 
tomb in Jerusalem.  
 
And in that one moment when everyone has their little candlelit and all you can see 
is just a sea of candlelights in the middle of the night .and the only thing you hear is 
the priest saying "Come and receive the light"....you know there is no other safer 
place you can be.  
 
Then you go back home and the next day your mother is greeting you with:Good 
morning Jesus has risen....and I reply ..Indeed he has risen ....this will be the new 
hello for everyone I meet and it brings a smile to my face for the next week... 
 
Then we head over to grandma who is waiting for us with traditional easter meals 
..we each grab one coloured egg (real hard-boiled eggs not chocolate sorry)and we 
knock them together laughing at the fact that grandma-s egg seems to be the only 
one that keeps intact and keeps knocking everyone else's.  
 
May not seem as fun as looking for chocolate eggs but ...it is a piece of home ...so 
please consider this when you are considering this Church for us...is a piece of home 
a piece of God with us ...and we will cherish it for years to come. 
 
(2) Gabitu Paltinus 
 

Please keep the church because it helps a lot of people 
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(3) Camelia Zosin

I would like to express my support for Jude’s church to  remain a church. We need 

our sacred place for prayers and religious services. 

(4) Denisa Pop

As per (4) in the ‘Against’ in the main 
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Comments received from (all against): 

(1) Rev Ovidiu Semerean
(2) Jonathan Baird
(3) David Fletcher
(4) Sue Fletcher
(5) David Griffiths
(6) Helen Griffiths
(7) Andrew Orange
(8) Southampton Chinese Christian Trustees

Rev Ovidiu Semerean 

I would like to start by thanking you very much for the professionalism shown during 

this process. 

With regards to the latest correspondence, you have shared with us, I have a few 

comments. 

Unfortunately, I feel really disappointed to see that Church of England area Dean of 

Southampton , Sheena Williams has clearly expressed Southampton Deanery 

support for a church to be transformed from a place of worship to a nursery knowing 

well that it was well used for its purpose in the last 5 years before closing,  by the 

Orthodox Church. 

Going through the official response to commissioners’ questions I would like to make 

some notes as follow: 

I`m not sure where the 2 years leasing note with the position to buy at the end of it , 

comes from as I am not aware of such agreement. There is stated that our potential 

to buy was not evidenced…this was never requested by Church of England nor by 

the agent.It is true that we explored the option of buying it in instalments against 

applying for a loan. The response was that instalments was not an option and we 

understood it… However, we don`t understand why this led to the following 

statement 

Annex S
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 Also, there are further references to the Romanian Church`s  available funds: 

Please note that this evidence was never requested. They would`ve been 

available.At the time of writing , 90% of the promises were honoured without even 

entering any buying contract while the other promises are waiting for an opportunity 

to be used. Quite a few of our parishioners live locally with some of them moving into 

the area because of the church vicinity.  

It`s a shame we weren`t approached to discuss parishes needs as we would`ve 

been wide open to assist financially or agree a permanent lease rather than an 

hourly rate. As a community we would`ve been also willing to assist with voluntary 

maintenance works.( we already carried some roof repairing works) 

I am surprised that selling the church to be used for different purposes was 

considered more viable, especially in the light of previous resistance from local 

community to become flats or nursery in 2015 and 2016. As it already proved by the 

length of this process, which is going through , this sell takes a lot longer while 

clearly the Maybush parish needed the funds as soon as possible. 
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Once again, we can`t express enough our gratitude to the Church of England for the 

co-operation and assistance offered during the formation and consolidation of our 

community. 

As you already know, we are a young, vibrant community, willing to settle into this 

church.Far from being familiar with sharp negotiation techniques ,  we`d like to 

apologise if any of our statements/words were misleading or considered 

inappropriate. I noticed that our opposition was seen as a reopening tentative of the 

bidding process while we see it as a fight to keep a place of worship…a place of 

worship.We have a feeling that the agent didn`t prefer our business and didn`t 

present our offer in a fair method. Our financial status might probably be far behind 

other business willing to buy the church and our only hope sits with you to give us 

the opportunity to sit around the table with Church of England representatives and 

agree the terms of buying this well loved church. 

With great respect Rev Ovidiu Semerean 

God bless. 

Jonathan Baird 

The weight of support in favour of maintaining the church says it all, not least if the C 
of E, the Romanians & the Filipinos can rub along together & thrive as 
complimentary Christian communities. 

Thank you for your invitation to speak to the committee, which I would very much like 
to do. 
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David Fletcher 
 

 

S4



Supplementary comments – Maybush St Jude, Southampton 

 

S5



Supplementary comments – Maybush St Jude, Southampton 

 

S6



Supplementary comments – Maybush St Jude, Southampton 

 

S7



Supplementary comments – Maybush St Jude, Southampton 

 

S8



Supplementary comments – Maybush St Jude, Southampton 

 

S9



Supplementary comments – Maybush St Jude, Southampton 

 

S10



Supplementary comments – Maybush St Jude, Southampton 

 

S11



Supplementary comments – Maybush St Jude, Southampton 

 

S12



Supplementary comments – Maybush St Jude, Southampton 

 

S13



Supplementary comments – Maybush St Jude, Southampton 

 

S14



Supplementary comments – Maybush St Jude, Southampton 

 

S15



Supplementary comments – Maybush St Jude, Southampton 

 

S16



Supplementary comments – Maybush St Jude, Southampton 

 

S17



Supplementary comments – Maybush St Jude, Southampton 

 

S18



Supplementary comments – Maybush St Jude, Southampton 

 

S19



Supplementary comments – Maybush St Jude, Southampton 

 

S20



Supplementary comments – Maybush St Jude, Southampton 

 

S21



Supplementary comments – Maybush St Jude, Southampton 

 

S22



Supplementary comments – Maybush St Jude, Southampton 

 

S23



Supplementary comments – Maybush St Jude, Southampton 

 
  

S24



Supplementary comments – Maybush St Jude, Southampton 

 
Sue Fletcher 
 
Extract from Mrs Fletcher’s covering email: 

As a former Church Warden and volunteer caretaker for many years it saddens me 
to have be fighting for the continued life of the church so dearly loved by many 
people. 
 
 
Response to Representation Pack on St. Jude’s Church 

Annex A:(overview) 

The local community was not  given the chance to be involved the upkeep of St. 

Jude’s after the church was shut. Before that both the Romanians and the 

Phillipino’s were keeping the buildings well.  There was no need for the church or 

church hall to be empty as both the Romanians and Phillipino’s would have 

continued using them and could still be using them today. 

Any empty building is likely to have some deteriorisation with no heating or 

ventilation. 

At the drop-in session held by Tiny Toes it is stated “no negative comments were 

received” this is contrary to the survey residents took on people attending when we 

found only 2 positive comments with others very angry and completely against. I am 

not including the numerous clergy who were present in this survey.  

The two other churches are NOT nearby. There are no direct bus routes from the St. 

Jude’s area (The Warren) to the other churches and a fit person could walk to them 

to about 25-30minutes. For and elderly or less able person it is impossible unless 

they get a taxi. 

Page 123: 

It is stated that St. Jude’s had been financially supported for many years. The 

minutes (page 139) show St. Jude’s “as having no debts and currently running in-

credit annual budget”.  

Inglesia ni Christo did not move to St. Peter’s directly they rented property in 

Southampton it was only in the last year they moved into the hall at St. Peter’s. 

Page 125: 

It states no evidence of residents worshipping elsewhere – how was this statement 

arrived at? I personally know of people having moved, myself included. 

Page 130: 

Two members of St. Jude’s P.C.C. did join Maybush P.C.C. both told me they felt 

unwelcome and left to join Lordshill Baptist Church. 

I have spoken with previous members of St. Jude’s none of whom worship in 

Maybush.  
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Question 7: 

The P.C.C. of St. Jude’s had been under pressure for many years from Winchester 

to sell the site.  

The Church Hall was in good repair as the Phillpino’s had been looking after it doing 

any repairs and re-decoration that was needed. 

Question8: 

Several meetings were held with the former Dean of Bournemouth Peter Rouch and 

the Phillipinos’, I attended all of them. Peter Rouch’s preference always stated was 

for Romanians to be allowed to purchase.  Neither Jane Bakker nor the Bishop of 

Southampton were present at these meetings. 

Question 9: 

I do not think this question has been answered. 

Question 10: 

Many of the congregation of Romanians are local and work at the local hospital, one 

family lives 2 doors away from the Church. 

They were no given the chance to prove the viability of their bid. 

It appears Maybush’s financial difficulties are foremost in their thinking. 

There are many nurseries locally another is not needed. 

Question 11: 

Again it appears Maybush finances over ride all other considerations. No concern at 

all about the people of the Warren who actually donated the land and paid for the 

hall and part of the Church build. 

If Tiny Toes are so sure a nursery is needed why do they need proviso’s for light 

industry/office space? 

Question 15: 

If the present covenants are being over ridden what will prevent a new covenant 

being over ridden at a later date? 

Question 16: 

a)We have yet to see any presence of this pioneer minister. 

If this project was to proceed where would the people go to worship with no Church? 

Not in Shirley or Maybush, local people would not go. 

b) Again it is only looking to Maybush and no thought to the local people of St. 

Jude’s Parish. 

Question 17) See secton B above. 

Appendix B: (Page 141 para2)) 
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When and where did this take place, asking around the neighbourhood nobody can 

recall being interviewed. 

2016 is the same year as the petition to keep the Church was raised and obtained 

1054 signatures  

Appendix C:(page 145) 

A lot of these repairs have been carried out by the Romanians who have a variety of 

qualified people in their congregation. 

Section E) There is a tree whose branch if not cut back drags along the roof lifting 

the felting. This used to be cut back yearly to prevent this happening. The heating in 

the hall was put in by the Council for Sure Start and was very efficient. The control 

needed a new battery yearly. After the hall was vacated was any of this done? 

The hall was in excellent condition when the Phillipinos were forced out. 

Page 147) 

Ref: leaks in the South Aisle – these were repaired by the Romanians and carpet 

laid down. As Church Warden I did have to put bucket down but we found that if the 

gutters were kept clear it stopped the water penetrating. 

Page 148: 

3)If the accountant at Maybush was worried about declining income from St. Jude’s 

and it not covering it’s outlay why was the rent not increased. This would have been 

easy to do as the rent had not changed for at least 2 years. After March 2020 the 

Church and Hall were shut so no income. What is surprising is how there can be a 

deficit with nobody using the Church or Hall!! 

160:Works of Repair. 

a) All the work was completed. 

b) Heaters replaced 

c) 4 of 5 were completed 

 

Appendix E: page 161 

Again everything centres on Maybush which has no relationship at all with Shirley 

Warren.  No thought has been given to the needs of the people in the Warren at all. 

 

Meantime the Romanians had started to transliterate their service into English to 

enable local people to participate in Christian Worship. 
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David Griffiths 
 
Re: the ‘Representation Pack’ including the response of The Right Reverend 

Debbie Stellin 

Before, I make comments on specific items from the ‘Representation-Pack’ (RP), I 
would like to address and put into perspective some statements made. 

In the Bishops response to Q8 it states: 

“Locally, given that the closure of St Jude’s has been the expected 
position for so long, informal conversation and consultation has been 
on-going since 2013. There are numerous letters on file to local 
residents; and the then Archdeacon of Bournemouth and the diocesan 
Director of Resource Development had numerous discussions and 
meetings with local residents over the years.” 

I have been an active member of the ‘Save St Jude’s’ campaign since 2015. Yes, 
there have been numerous communications via email and letter. However, to say 
there has been ‘numerous discussions and meetings’ is exaggerating a tad! 
Reverend Roy Hemming, Sue Fletcher and Don Thomas (a then Councillor of 
Southampton City Council) met with Reverend Anthony Smith (Head of Resource 
Development) on 23rd June 2014. I have never met Reverend Anthony Smith. I did 
have one telephone conversation with him on 8th January 2016. Peter Rouch (then 
Archdeacon of Bournemouth) met with members of our Group on 28th April 2016. I 
have never met The Right Reverend Debbie Sellin, Reverend Sheena Williams or 
Reverend Jane Bakker (I have seen her once at drop-in session 28th March 2022 
(we did not have any verbal discussion)).  

It is suggested in the RP that meetings with community and surveys were 
conducted. So, in the light of the above, can the when and where of these 
meetings/surveys be verified? 

 An extract from pack states; 

“A legal challenge may arise from the Commissioners’ decision if, 

among other things, it is based materially on incorrect information. In 

some cases, this might necessitate the withdrawal of the Scheme. Of 

necessity, the Commissioners rely on others to provide the information 

to assist their deliberations and to this end I should be grateful for your 

help.” 

Reverend Jane Bakker took up her post on 21st October 2016. Reverend Sheena 
Williams became Area Dean of Southampton on 3rd February 2017. The Right 
Reverend Debbie Sellin legally took up her role as Bishop of Southampton on 3rd 
July 2019. Therefore, all information prior to October 2016 is reliant purely on past 
records or hearsay. 

Because of this, I firmly believe that some of Bishop Debbie’s response is based on 
incorrect and cherry-picked information! There are a number of references to PCC 
Minutes dated 2013. There is also mention of, PCC members who pre-dated the 
union in 2013 (the official amalgamation of the parishes was 2014), can recall 
visiting St Jude’s to see a number of buckets placed around the building to 
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catch the rain coming in through the roof!!! However, there is no mention of the, 
pre-union Minute, which stated;  

“The PCC passed the following resolution with a majority of 6:1 with the 

clergy abstaining. The vicar as chair did indicate that the decision would 

have had his approval if appropriate. ‘Noting that: the St Jude’s PCC 

before amalgamation of the parishes had expressed a preference that 

the existing church of St Jude should remain in use as a place of 

Christian worship when sold.’”  (An extract from the Minute Maybush PCC 

of 16th June 2015). 

NB. Second page of email containing this reference to PCC Minutes 16th June 

2015 missing. (see Appendix ‘1’ attached) 

Furthermore, there is no mention of letters written by ex-members of the PCC St 

Jude confirming the content of the above minute! One letter stated’ 

“Member’s present unanimously agreed on the selling of St Jude’s as 

long as it remained a place of worship.”  

Perhaps, these cannot be located as was the case of the letter from the preceding 

Bishop of Winchester (Tim Dakin). (Bishop Debbie’s response to Commissioners 

question 6, page 10 0f 15). 

“The Area Dean (Reverend Sheena Williams who became Area Dean of 

Southampton on 3rd February 2017). says the parish of Maybush with St Peter 

cannot afford and does not need three places of worship. She and the local 

residents welcome the prospect of additional nursery places which they say 

are needed in the area and that this will be a good use for an empty building.” 

Are the local residents she refers to from Maybush and Millbrook? We still have our 

original petition (signatures collected from this community) that had over 1,000 

signatures by mid-2016! 

Regarding Chinese Southampton Christian Fellowship. I did not know of their 

interest in St Jude’s and am pleasantly surprised. They state; 

“We previously placed a bid when the St Jude building was put up for 

sale in 2016. We did not receive any feedback on our bid, and heard 

nothing further. We were not aware of the building being put up for sale 

again in 2021, and were not contacted as a historic bidder. We only 

became recently aware of this through this current public consultation.” 

(Extract from Chinese Southampton Christian Fellowship’s original 

representation against.) 

One asks why the process for closure and disposal of St Jude’s which 

was begun in 2016 was abandoned. (Annex A Procedural Concerns) 
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The above supports my own query: What happened to the marketing programme 

and/or ‘Scheme’ in 2016? Why weren’t they contacted regarding the marketing 

of 2020? Tiny Toes Nursery was (that by their own admission). 

 

Tiny Toes Nursery 

 

“They want to work with the community and would be happy for the 

building to be used out of weekday nursery times for appropriate 

community uses.”  

This, statement obviously some time prior to 3rd May 2022. However, at the meeting 

of the Southampton City Planning Panel, they informed the Panel Members that the 

hall would be used as a specialist unit! This change of heart in a few weeks. What 

does that bode for the future?  

“Tiny Toes attended the drop-in session on the proposed use and say 

no negative comments were received from the local residents.” 

Not a true representation on how part of the drop-in session panned-out. Neil Lewis 

from Tiny Toes Nursery showed genuine surprise and concern at the strength of 

feeling - against his proposed plans - from the local community at the drop-in 

session. He stated, ‘It is obvious you are not interested in the proposal’, and 

withdrew the plans from the table!! There were enough interested parties present to 

verify my account. 

 “I note that none of these resident’s worship at CofE (actually written 

COE) church and in particular never formed part of the congregation of St 

Jude’s.” (extract from Sasha Lewis’ submission to the Church Commissioners) 

I am absolutely flabbergasted that anyone could make such an unqualified 

observation! Sasha Lewis cannot know this to be the case! Therefore, it has to be 

either hearsay or somebody from the local parish has informed (misinformed) her!!! 

Bishop Debbie’s Answers to the Commissioner’s Questions 

As I am not conversant with the Church’s financial and internal administrative 

functions, I cannot address these particular responses from Bishop Debbie. 

As I have stated above Bishop Debbie – like the Church Commissioners themselves 

- has had to rely on information received from other quarters to enable her to 

respond to the Church Commissioner’s questions. 

1. What are the main reasons for proposing to close St Jude’s, Southampton 

for regular public worship and for it to be sold for use as a children’s nursery 

and pre-school and/or office and/or light industrial use?  
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“In summary, the main reason for the proposed closure is the 2013 

decision of the then St Jude’s PCC to request consideration of closure 

and sale of the building___” 

This decision was made on 4th April 2013. These minutes and the minutes of 

Maybush PCC of 9th April 2013 are included in Appendix ‘A’. However, there is no 

inclusion (or even mention) of the minutes of Maybush PCC of 16th June 2015! 

Why not? These particular minutes refer to minutes of St Jude’s PCC prior to 

amalgamation of the parishes!  

I was informed that the records including minutes (prior to 2018) of both St Jude’s 
and Maybush had been deposited with the Southampton City Archives. I have met 
with Archivist on two separate occasions and these records cannot be found. Where 
are these records?  
 

“___The reason for the sale as a nursery at the end of the consequent 
sale process is the fiduciary duty of the diocese to accept a financially 
viable bid.” 

This not necessarily the case! A charity doesn't have to go for best financial offer. 
Sale of land by a charity at less than best terms can be made when it is transferring 
the property to another charity. The Romanian Church is a registered charity. 
 
2. What impact will your proposals have on the local Church’s relationship 
with the community it serves given the level of concerns raised in the 
representations and the number of signatures to the petitions? 
 

“However, both the PCC and the WDBF have a duty to seek the best 
offer for the site – best not in terms of highest, but also the most viable 
and secure.” 

 

See above in Q1 
 

“Sadly, the number of representations and signatures on the petition 
does not marry with the declining congregation figures that led the 
parish of St Jude’s to unite with the parish of Maybush in 2013. Nor does 
it tie in with the survey and community engagement exercise undertaken 
by Jane Bakker in 2016.” 

I saw Jane Bakker for the first time (and then not to speak to) at the drop-in session 
on March 28th this year! She took up her post in October 2016! I ask again, what 
survey and community engagement? This is the first I - and other members of this 
community – have heard of this. 
 
5. What was the pattern of services at St Jude’s from 2010 until 2014 – did this 
require authorisation under the provisions of Canon B14A? Did St Jude’s 
cease to be used for regular public worship, contrary to the provisions of the 
Canon, during the period of its use by the Romanian Orthodox Church? If so, 
was this intended to justify its closure? 
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“Between 2010 and 2014 weekly services took place on Sunday 

mornings at 11am according to PCC minutes. No services took place 

after 2014 – we believe under agreement with the then Bishop of 

Winchester. Unfortunately, we cannot locate a copy of the letter to 

confirm this” 

This statement has been made - firstly - on the strength St Jude’s PCC minutes 

between 2010 and 2014. Is this from all the minutes during that period? The 

latter part is based on hearsay!  

 
7. Would you please confirm whether the request to put St Jude’s forward for 

formal closure originated with the PCC? Is it also, or alternatively, in the 

context of a deanery or diocesan policy?  

 

“In 2018, the PCC resolved to close and sell the site. Deanery and 

Diocesan pastoral committees have been and remain in support of the 

PCC’s decision.” 

Sometime in 2013 the St Jude PCC resolved to close and sell the site preferably to 

as a place of worship. In 2015 Maybush PCC considered closing St Jude’s and 

selling to Bournemouth Church Housing Association (not a place of worship)! Did 

the Maybush PCC resolve to close and sell in 2016, when the Chinese 

Southampton Christian Fellowship, the Romanian Orthodox Church, one other 

Church and Tiny Toes Nursery showed interest? Once again, in 2018, Maybush 

PCC resolved to close St Jude’s and sell – Tiny Toes Nursery were asked if they 

were still interested, whereas other historic bidders weren’t (Why not?)! 

  
15. As regards the points made by Mr Rule regarding the vesting and 

application of sale proceeds and the references in other representations to 

covenants in the deeds under which various parts of the church and hall sites 

were acquired in 1939 and 1956 our understanding is as follows 

 
“There will automatically be a restrictive covenant in the scheme 

preventing demolition of the church without the Church Commissioners’ 

consent, and this has been accepted by Tiny Toes. There is also a 

covenant requiring the Church Commissioners’ consent to any future 

architectural or structural alterations. Thus, capturing any implicit 

change of use.” 

If the restrictive covenants of 1939 and 1956 can be ignored what stops any 

restrictive covenant in the scheme being ignored at a later date? 
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16. How will these proposals further the mission of the Church of England in 

this parish? 

 

“In practical terms, the parish will be relieved of the on-going burden of 

looking after and maintaining this site in addition to their two other 

sites. Securing the sale will also allow the parish boundary change to 

take place (subject to discussion and consultation), and for mission to 

Shirley Warren to develop.” 

Surely, the same applies if sold to another Christian Church! The parish is relieved of 

its on-going ministerial duty and financial costs. 

 

“We have a trained pioneer minister who lives in Shirley Warren. 

Together with a minister from a local independent church, he goes out 

weekly to meet people, to build relationships and to explore pioneer 

possibilities. We would want to ringfence some of the proceeds of St 

Jude’s sale to ensure that there is a missional fund available for when 

such projects begin to take shape.” 

I cannot refute this statement, because I do not know if it is the case. All I can say; I 

walk my dog 2 or 3 times a day around Shirley Warren and speak to a lot of people. 

People who know I am involved with the St Jude’s’ campaign. Those residents I 

have spoken to have no knowledge of this ‘trained pioneer minister’! This ‘going-out-

to-meet-people’ doesn’t seem to be happening! 

 

17. Are there any other factors which the Commissioners should be aware of 

in their consideration of these representations? 

 

“This is an inner-city parish in a densely populated but deprived area of 

Southampton. The PCC bears the burden of maintaining three churches 

and three halls which have seen years of neglect taking their toll and 

leading to a backlog of major repairs. A worshipping community of 52 

and 19 planned givers with an average giving level of £12.54 leaves them 

facing an insurmountable burden in building works, and little chance of 

being in a position to grow mission and outreach to their community. A 

secure sale is vital to their future flourishing.” 

The bottom-line: Get rid of St Jude’s to a private enterprise, bolster the coffers of St 

Peter’s and All Saints. Then (apart from the communities of Shirley Warren, Coxford, 

Lordswood and Dale Valley), everything is resolved. 
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Appendix B: Rev’d Jane Bakker 3rd August 2022. 

Recent church presence in Shirley Warren 

In 2016, whilst Area Dean of Southampton, the former Bishop of Southampton 

asked me to take on the role of Interim Minister in the parish of Maybush with 

Southampton St Jude. This I did under the supervision of the former 

Archdeacon of Bournemouth. One of their concerns was around the sale of St 

Jude’s church. Part of my role was to thoroughly assess the viability of the 

church in Shirley Warren, where St Jude’s is situated. The bishop requested 

that the sale of St Jude’s be halted until this piece of work was done. 

Along with the Church Army and a team of about six MES students, we spent a 

week walking and observing the former St Jude’s parish, talking to as many 

people as we could and accessing relevant data on the area. 

The when and where this ‘survey’ has already been asked. Who were the people 

interviewed? Where is the relevant data? 

At the end of this time, we concluded three things. 

1. The reputation of the church was poor. Most people were indifferent 
to the church’s 
presence, but some told stories about previous incumbents being 

unhelpful and unfriendly. It is a fairly static community and people 

have long memories. We found no-one who wanted the church 

reinstated. 

This is 2016 when we had over 1,000 signatures on a petition, the header of which 

contained the phrase; “___we wish it (St Jude’s church”) to remain a place of 

worship.”! 

Also, there is a letter from Shirley Ward Councillors dated 24th March 2016 

(Appendix ‘2’ attached) 

The letter makes reference to the petition and also states; “While this is not a 

Council property, we agree that the church is an essential community facility 

in the area, which has been well used over the years by the community for 

sports and fitness activities; youth; church services; social events; Sure Start 

and more.”. This letter was signed by Cllr. Kaur (now Leader of Southampton City 

Council and Cllr. Coombs Chair of the Southampton City Council Planning Panel. 

2. To revive the church, significant resources would be required. The 
young MES people brain-stormed some exciting ideas about how the 
building could be used, but all would require additional people to run 
and improvements to the buildings, especially the church. The parish 
did not have those resources and the Diocese of Winchester could 
not allocate an additional post. In fact, they were about to cut one of 
the two stipendiary posts in the parish. 

Another Christian Church could have revived the church and with no Anglican 

Church resources required. 
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3. The people of Shirley Warren do not identify with Millbrook estate, 

where All Saints’ church is situated; nor to St Peter’s in Maybush (the 

geographic barrier of Tanners Brook and Romsey Road provide a clear 

divide). This led me to request that the Deanery Mission and Pastoral 

Committee consider redrawing the parish boundary so that the former 

parish of St Jude’s would be divided between the Parish of St James, 

Shirley; the Parish of Lord’s Hill and Lord’s Wood; and the Parish of 

Maybush. As far as I am aware this proposal is still on the table of the 

DMPC to be considered once St Jude’s has been sold. 

The reverse is equally true the people of Millbrook and Maybush do no identify with 

the Shirley Warren and Coxford estates. This has been shown by the total disregard 

of the parishioners, residents and communities of the parish of St Jude since our 

involvement (from June 2014). 

Here we have it again, we have an asset (St Jude’s site) sell it for the financial gain 

of St Peter’s and All Saints, then pass any lingering missionary duty/responsibility 

over to the parish of Shirley. 

In April 2019, I became Priest in Charge of the Parish of Maybush and found 

that things were much worse that(n) I anticipated. My predecessor left with £43 

in the bank and no reserves. All the buildings, comprising three churches and 

three halls, were poorly maintained. The governance of the parish, including 

safeguarding, finance, employment, and lettings were inadequate. The 

congregation at St Peter’s was not growing and the All Saints’ congregation 

numbered four people. There were no young people regularly attending church 

despite the large number of christenings taking place in the church. The 

second stipendiary post in the parish was cut on my arrival. 

This is really interesting!  St Jude’s congregation had dwindled to 10 (2013) and yet 

we have All Saints with a congregation of just 4 (2019) and St Jude’s has to be sold 

to safeguard All Saints!!! 

During the past few years, I have focussed primarily on mission, whilst 

attending to governance, especially finance and safeguarding. 

Even with a clear missional focus and with the help of a very small group of 

dedicated volunteers, I have seen things improve slowly, but there is a long 

way to go to make the churches here viable. Even so, the stark fact remains 

that this parish of 28,500 people is inadequately staffed. It simply isn’t possible 

for us to sustain another church presence at St Jude’s. 

Missional focus? The previous Bishop of Winchester, The Right Reverend Tim 

Dakin, spoke of; “Engaging with our local communities and promoting vibrant 

parochial and breath-taking pioneering ministries amongst ‘missing’ 

generations, children, young people, under 35s. 

In recent years there hasn’t been any parochial or pioneering ministry work within the 

parish of St Jude’s. (I defy anyone to say different!) There certainly will not been any 

in the future if St Jude’s is sold to a private enterprise.  
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In summary: Unfortunately, many of Bishop Debbie’s answers are based on 

misinformation, cherry-picked information and hearsay. Furthermore, since 

2014, we initially dealt with the very difficult regime under the then Bishop of 

Winchester (Tim Dakin)! Poor governance, financial management and policies 

led to his resignation. Regarding St Jude’s his policy of not selling the site to 

another Christian Church has been continued by the present administration. 

The latter is emphasised by Tint Toes Nursery being notified of the marketing 

in 2020, whilst no other historic bidders were! It seems to be a policy of money 

before Christianity! 

 

 

I thank you for granting me this opportunity to address the ‘Representation Pack’ 

I also would like to address the Commissioners at any future sitting. 

Dave Griffiths 
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Helen Griffiths 
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Andrew Orange 
 
I see that the deadline for comments on St Jude’s passed at 10am this morning. On 
this occasion I have left it to others to make the comments, though I remain 
interested in the case. 
 
However, I would like to express an interest in speaking to the Committee regarding 
the representations, at the meeting about St Jude’s scheduled for 17th November. 
 
 
 
Southampton Chinese Christian Trustees 
 
Thank you for your work which has gone into this representation pack.   
 
For completeness, Southampton Chinese Christian Fellowship (SCCF) only wish to 
make two further points at this stage. 
   

1) Within the representation pack, SCCF appears to have been referenced in a 
multitude of different ways – including Southampton Chinese Christian 
Community, Chinese Southampton Christian Fellowship, and Chinese 
Christian Trustees.  For clarity, we wish to state that we only represent the 
views of SCCF, and are not representing the entire Chinese Christian 
community within Southampton. 
 

2) If the bidding process is reopened, we would like to be directly invited to 
participate.  However, in the absence of a reopening of the process, our 
position is that we would support St Jude being retained within the wider 
Christian community rather than being sold to the highest bidder for financial 
gain. 

 
We thank you also for the potential invitation to provide representation to the 
Committee.  SCCF will not be requesting an opportunity to speak at the meeting. 
 
With thanks 
The Trustees of Southampton Chinese Christian Fellowship 
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1. Please comment on the Reverend Ovidiu Semerean’s submission. 
 
Leasing vs buying 
 
After the first marketing which took place in 2016, the Bishop of Southampton and Archdeacon of 
Bournemouth took the decision to halt the sale process to allow further consideration to be given 
to potential use of the building vs closure.  These discussions ran alongside the appointment of an 
Interim Minister (to work together with the incumbent in the run up to his retirement).  
 
Whilst the Revd Ovidiu Semerean queries the discussion of leasing the building for two years, the 
attached mail from the Archdeacon to the Head of Resource Development in in July 2016 states: 
 
‘I have discussed a lease and then potential sale route with both the Mar Thoma Church and the 
Romanian Orthodox. In fact, both of them would prefer that since it allows them to continue to 
grow their congregations and financial resources for a period before taking on a large capital 
commitment. The PCC clearly favour Mar Thoma so subject to agreeing a lease price I anticipate 
that this will be the way to recommend if SAMPC decides to recommend redundancy and lease 
rather than redundancy and sale’.   Appendix F. 
 
[NB reference to Mar Thoma or ‘The Syrian Church’ has been found in one or two emails sent 
around this time, but with the change of diocesan personnel involved, we have no further 
knowledge of when or for how long Mar Thoma may have used the site.  By 2018 when the site was 
re-marketed, the parties involved were the Romanian Church and Inglesia Ni Christo.] 
 
Two years later, in 2018, a decision was made by the PCC to seek closure and sale for re-use. The 
option of closure and lease was not considered to provide a viable option for the parish or diocese.   
 
Evidence of funding 
 
The offer made by the Romanian Church subsequent to marketing in 2016 confirmed that they 
would need one year to be able to put finances in place (Appendix G). The other offers all came 
with statements outlining how funding for their proposals would be achieved, including mortgage 
offers.  
 
During the 2020 marketing, as is standard practice, it was made clear to the Romanians that they 
would need to provide evidence of funding.  The email shown here, sent on 8 March 2021 from Mr 
Ryan Harris to Revd Ovidiu Semerean, indicates that Carter Jonas sought confirmation of funds 
subsequent to their offer. 
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Therefore, the offer from Tiny Toes, the highest bid, with clear evidence of funding, was accepted. 
 
Financial assistance to the parish 
 
The suggestion that the Romanian Church could have assisted the parish in providing additional 
income must be set against the fact that their occupation of the church (through no fault of their 
own) was without a lease or licence under faculty and managed primarily by Mrs Suzanne Fletcher 
as a representative of St Jude’s previous congregation – a situation inherited by the current Priest-
in-Charge and PCC.  To renegotiate terms under these circumstances, while discussing the potential 
sale of the building, would have been disingenuous.  
 
The WDBF continues to work with the Romanian Church as they seek a new permanent home. 
 
2. With regards the submissions from the Fletchers and Griffiths: 
 
(a) please comment on the apparent contradiction between Tiny Toes assertion at the drop-
in that they would make space available for other community use and at the Planning Committee 
that this would not be possible. 
 
When Tiny Toes made its offer (which was accepted) it was with the understanding that they would 
use their best endeavours to work with the local community to ensure that they could make use of 
the church hall at the rear during the evenings and weekends for groups such as bible study, 
Slimming World or a polling station, etc. This is something that Tiny Toes stand by and are happy to 
proceed with. Tiny Tones have an intention to use the church hall at the rear for their hub for 
neurodivergent (autistic) pre-schoolers and subsequent support with other health professionals 
such as speech and language specialists, along with an area for training for their parents. With the 
correct policies and procedures in place, Tiny Toes see no reason why this training area could not 
be used on an ad hoc basis for other community uses in the evenings and weekends and are happy 
to proceed on this basis. 
 
When Tiny Toes were approached by the planning officer, Rob Sims, the suggestion was for a 
possible “joint” use for the site as a whole, including the church itself.  Tiny Toes would have 
personal and sensitive information held in the main building (the church) regarding their children, 
either in record form or even just photographs on the walls, etc, and this would be a concern from 
a safeguarding point of view. In addition, there would be the practical issue of keeping all of their 
resources locked away, and it would be extremely hard to manage on this scale.  For Tiny Toes, this 
whole site joint use would not work in practice, while use of the hall would. 
 
(b) Please respond to Mr Fletcher’s comments about the relative strength of Tiny Toes and 
the Romanians financial position based on their accounts at Companies House. 
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Whilst Companies House records give a statement of current assets, the decision to accept the 
offer made by Tiny Toes was based on their ability to show they had arranged funding to support 
their offer at that time, as is standard practice. The Romanian Church may well have accrued 
further funds since that time, but they did not provide evidence that they had secured funding to 
cover the balance of their offer at the time the decision was being made.  Given the information 
available at the time, the decision was made to accept the offer from Tiny Toes. 
 
(c) Please be more specific about the bidding process in 2021 - who was invited to submit 
offers and what time were they given? 

 
The church and church hall were formally re-marketed on 1 October 2020 by the appointed agents, 
Carter Jonas. The details distributed included marketing particulars, site location plan and floor 
plans. The details were sent to a number of parties on the Carter Jonas mailing list, as well as those 
who had expressed an interest in 2016.  
 
Subsequently, the agents requested best and final bids by 15 January 2021 – some three months 
after marketing commenced.  Once the offers had been received there then followed a period of 
review and due diligence resulting in the decision to proceed with the offer from Tiny Toes Day 
Nursery in March 2021. 
 
Carter Jonas have advised that Tiny Toes, the Romanian Orthodox Church and one other party were 
asked on 18 December 2020 to submit their best and final offer by 15 January 2021.  
 
A further five parties made their initial enquiries after 18 December 2020, and in response to their 
enquiries were also requested to submit their best and final offers by 15 January 2021. 
 
(d) Please comment on the views that lack of routine maintenance at St Jude’s has led to 
unnecessary expense and deterioration of the church and hall; that the Maybush parish’s 
financial position could have been improved by increasing the rents paid by the Romanians and 
Filipinos; and that the accounts show unnecessary expenditure on St Jude’s when it was closed 
during the pandemic. 

 
Routine maintenance 
 
The allegation of a lack of routine maintenance was addressed in the first set of questions.  The PCC 
has struggled to maintain all of their buildings for some years.  Even before the parishes were 
merged, you will note from Appendix C, item 1 from Steuart Thompson's submission, that 
significant leaks in the roof existed in 2006. Repairs were made then, prior to 2018 and in 2020.  
 
This is a parish dominated by low income households. The financial circumstances of the parish 
have been dire.  Any maintenance or lack of has been entirely dependent on the funds available to 
the parish at the time.  There are three churches and three halls within the parish to be maintained, 
and limited funds will only stretch so far. 
 
While it is disappointing to see money playing such a large part in this discussion, it is, 
unfortunately, the reality of the parish. 
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Increasing the rents 
 
There is a sense from the Maybush PCC that they lost ‘oversight’ of the St Jude’s site for a period of 
some years.  There is no desire to apportion blame or responsibility for this, which likely grew out 
of circumstance rather than deliberate action.  This sense of community rather than parish 
ownership is evident in the tone of the objections.  As a result, what began as a short-term solution 
led to more and more issues for the PCC as time progressed. 
  

• The Church was hired out without the necessary licence under faculty.  The hall was also let 
without an adequate hire agreement/lease. 

• All contact with the [two main] parties using the church and the hall ran through Mrs Suzanne 
Fletcher who, while a retired churchwarden of St Jude’s, was not part of the parish of Maybush 
nor on the PCC.  

• To renegotiate terms (when there were none in place?) under these circumstances, while 
discussing the potential sale of the building, would have been difficult.  Covid restrictions 
provided an opportunity to draw a line under previous, poorly arranged use of premises.  After 
lockdown, alternative venues within the parish were offered to both groups thus retaining (at 
least for some time) the income to the PCC. 

• While outside of the control of the PCC, it was discovered that repairs had been made to the 
church by the Romanian congregation without recourse to DAC advice or permission.  Their 
intentions were commendable but lacked the proper authority for carrying out work on a 
church building which should have been managed by the PCC applying for a faculty or other 
permission from the DAC.  

 
The PCC only fully resumed control of the site of St Jude’s during the Covid pandemic. 
 
Expenditure during pandemic 
 
The fact that maintenance was carried out by the PCC at St Jude’s during the pandemic should be 
commended.  This demonstrates that the PCC were fully aware of their responsibilities to care for 
the building and carried out those responsibilities to the best of their ability even though the 
building was temporarily closed (along with all churches). 
 
Since the buildings were closed in 2020, the PCC has undertaken urgent repairs to prevent further 
deterioration including substantial repairs and the replacement of a large section of the hall 
roof.  There is reason to believe that no routine maintenance had been carried out on any of the 
buildings under the PCC's care for several years prior to 2018 and the appointment of Revd Jane 
Bakker.  Since then, financial restraints have required the PCC to respond to urgent matters only. 
Going forward, the PCC have a plan to work through some of the backlog of maintenance. Whilst 
good progress is being made on St Peter's and All Saints', the PCC were advised by the previous 
Archdeacon of Bournemouth to undertake urgent repairs to St Jude's only. The PCC are satisfied 
that they have done this.  
 
The PCC’s income from their buildings – which includes St Jude’s – cannot be seen in insolation 
from their need to fund the wider mission and ministry of the parish.  This is a single parish where 
income is received from three churches and three halls, but also expended on three churches and 
three halls.  If available to a parish, hall income is a means to an end, and that is to provide mission 
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and ministry to the whole of the parish, some 27,000+ people in one of the most deprived parishes 
in the country.  Subsequent to the union of parishes in 2013, the separate finances of both parishes 
became one, to be used for the good of the whole parish.  
 
(e) Please give more details about the survey undertaken by the Reverend Jane Bakker in 
2016 – who was consulted and when and how did this take place? 
 
The survey was commissioned by the Archdeacon, the Ven Dr Peter Rouch. A similar one had been 
conducted in the Montague Avenue area of Sholing and the Archdeacon believed it would be 
valuable to have one carried out in Maybush ahead of a decision about the future of St Jude's.  
 
The survey was led by the Church Army and included the CEMES (Church of England Ministry 
Experience Scheme) candidates for that year and Revd Jane Bakker, as Interim Minister. Although it 
was clear that a traditional congregation at St Jude's was not viable (see data provided in previous 
response), there was a firm desire to ensure that other options were considered before a decision 
was made.  
 
The survey was an observational exercise. The team walked every street in the former St Jude's 
parish. They looked at the type of housing, areas of deprivation, evidence of anti-social behaviour, 
noted gathering spaces, communal areas, and thought about possibilities for the church to engage. 
At that time, a pioneer house at St Peter's (attracting 3-4 volunteer pioneers) and a paid pioneer 
were being considered for the parish. The survey was a precursor to that project (which, sadly, did 
not receive the necessary support to take off). 
  
The team talked to everyone they met, trying to get a feel for the area and the view that people 
had of the church. After a week of observing and walking, the team collated their information with 
census, LSOA and other data and Revd Jane Bakker reported to the Archdeacon. This report was 
verbal as it formed part of her supervision as Interim Minister. 
 
(f) Would you like to add anything to your response to question 9 in our letter of 8 July in the 
light of the responses? 
 
- a timeline of events from 2009 to-date for consultations 
 
The Revd Canon Norman Boakes was in post as follows:  
 
1991-2006: Vicar, Southampton Maybush  
2004-2006: Priest in charge, Southampton St Jude  
2006-2007: Vicar, Maybush and Southampton St Jude (two parishes within a single benefice) 
 
The Revd Roy Hemmings was in post as follows: 
 
2008-2013: Vicar, Maybush and Southampton St Jude  
2014-2018: Vicar, Maybush and Southampton St Jude (single parish benefice) 
 
The Revd Jane Bakker has been in post as follows: 
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2016-2019: Associate Minister, Maybush and Southampton St Jude (single parish benefice) 
2019 ongoing: Priest-in-Charge, Maybush and Southampton St Jude (single parish benefice) 
 
2013-2014 
 
Revd Roy Hemmings oversaw the union of the two parishes; a copy of the St Jude’s PCC minute 
voting to seek a union with the parish of Maybush, and to seek closure of the church was attached 
to the original response to the Church Commissioners.  At the time Inglesia Ni Christo, a Filipino 
Church, were using the church building which they hoped to purchase.  It subsequently came to 
light that Inglesia Ni Christo were not in communion with the Church of England and the Bishop of 
Winchester indicated he could not support a sale to this group, and in fact asked them to vacate the 
church.  Their relationship with the parish remained cordial and they moved to the hall beside St 
Jude’s.   
 
2015 
 
Looking to consider alternative solutions for the site, members of the diocesan team explored the 
option of selling the church of St Jude’s, the hall and the former vicarage (or parts thereof) to the 
Bournemouth Churches Housing Association for development for social housing.  However, after 
further consideration a decision was made to openly market the church and church hall rather than 
proceed with an off-market transaction. 
 
2016 
 
The church of St Jude’s and the hall were openly marketed by the diocesan agent, Carter Jonas, and 
a number of offers were received.  The highest offer was from Tiny Toes Limited who planned to 
use the church as a day nursery. 
 
The Revd Jane Bakker was licenced as Associate (Interim) Minister to the benefice with a remit to 
build up the life of the parish alongside the ministry of the then incumbent (with a view to handing 
over a flourishing parish after the incumbent’s retirement). 
 
One of Jane’s early tasks as Interim Minister was to assess the viability of St Jude’s as part of the 
wider parish.  Under instruction from the Bishop of Southampton/Archdeacon, it was agreed that 
no action would be taken to sell, lease or dispose of St Jude’s while a period of reflection and 
discernment was held to determine the needs of the whole parish.  A thorough survey of the area 
was commissioned, and it was determined that the buildings at St Jude’s would not be an asset to 
future Anglican mission in that area. 
 
St Jude’s church became home to the Romanian Orthodox Church – this occupancy was arranged 
without faculty and was based on an hourly usage rate.   
 
2017 
 
Some discussion between diocesan staff and Southern Archdeaconry Mission & Pastoral Committee 
was had with regard to the possible closure and lease to the Romanian Church but this was not 
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taken further particularly in light of their request to be able to buy the church with instalment 
payments. 
 
2018 
 
The retirement of the Revd Roy Hemmings took place in May.   
 
In July, Revd Jane Bakker met with the Archdeacon of Bournemouth and several other members of 
the diocesan team to review the history of St Jude’s.  She indicated that the PCC were of the view 
that St Jude’s should be sold in order to further mission and ministry across the whole parish which 
was being amply served by the two churches of St Peter’s and All Saints. 
 
2019 
 
The Revd Jane Bakker was appointed as Priest in Charge of Maybush in April. 
 
Given that both users of the church (the Romanian Church) and hall (Inglesia Ni Christo) were doing 
so without formal leases, the DBF engaged a partner at Batt Broadbent Solicitors [home of the 
Diocesan Registry] to arrange for a formal agreement to be put into place for the hall in order that a 
proper process could be carried out in the event of a sale of the site.  This was felt to be necessary 
as the first step to placing the site on the market for sale.   
 
2020 
 
Following completion of this lease, the first Covid lockdown began March 2020, and all churches 
were closed.  Both the Romanian Church and the Inglesia Ni Christo were informed that they could 
not access the buildings during this time in order to comply with Covid guidance from the national 
church/government. 
 
2021 
 
In light of the proposed sale, when churches could re-open, the PCC took the decision not to permit 
either the Romanian or the Inglesia Ni Christo churches to return to the church and hall.  The PCC 
offered an alternative location to both Inglesia Ni Christo and the Romanian Church.  Inglesia Ni 
Christo moved to the hall at St Peter’s (where they remain to this day).  The Romanian Church 
moved to the hall at St Peter’s for some months.  [They are now temporarily using St Katharine’s 
Exbury while seeking an alternative site in Southampton.] 
 
Under instruction from the PCC and with the agreement of the Diocesan Mission & Pastoral 
Committee, St Jude’s Church and Hall was re-marketed for sale.  The process was overseen by the 
diocesan agent, Carter Jonas.  The process was open, fair and above board, and carried out in 
compliance with standard practices.  Two best and final offers were received from Tiny Toes and 
the Romanian Church.  The highest bid was from Tiny Toes who were also able to provide evidence 
of availability of funding to complete the purchase.  The Tiny Toes proposal was to use the church 
as a children’s day nursery subject to obtaining planning permission (which was subsequently 
granted) to serve the local community and in particular keyworkers at the local hospital.   
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Formal consultation took place between April and June 2021.  Responses to the formal consultation 
were taken to Diocesan Mission and Pastoral Committee in July 2021. 
 
2022 
 
Public consultation took place between 15 March and 3 May 2022.  A public meeting was held on 
28 March 2022 at St Jude’s Church Hall.  
 
 
- who used St Jude’s church and/or hall, and under what authority 

 
There is sometimes a disconnect between church law, and what happens on the ground in the 
parish.  While there is usually no deliberate attempt to mislead or circumvent proper procedures, a 
lack of knowledge can often lead to difficult and, sometimes, messy situations such as the one Revd 
Jane Bakker and the PCC of Maybush found themselves in at St Jude’s. 

 
From 2016, St Jude’s church became home to the Romanian Orthodox Church – this occupancy was 
arranged without faculty and was based on an hourly usage rate, managed via Mrs Suzanne 
Fletcher.  Cash payments being passed on a regular basis to the PCC of Maybush. 
 
The Filipino Church, Inglesia Ni Christo, were the main users of the church hall.  An initial hourly-
hire agreement was put in place but not updated in the intervening years leading to some concern 
from the Diocesan Registrar, and a recommendation to seek advice from a property solicitor. 
 
The attached email dated October 2019, Appendix H, from the then Maybush PCC Secretary, Mrs 
Claire Robinson, illustrates some of the issues which the disconnect between the ‘community’ use 
of St Jude’s and the PCC had brought about, and highlights the gulf between how the site was being 
run vs how it should have been – a situation inherited by Jane Bakker when she was appointed as 
priest-in-charge in April of that year. 
 
Once direct contact was established with the Romanian Church and Inglesia Ni Christo, the PCC 
engaged the services of Mr Martin Short, Partner of Batt Broadbent solicitors (colleague of the 
Diocesan Registrar) to prepare the correct lease for the users of the hall. 
 
 
- the marketing processes undertaken in 2016 and 2020/21 
 
Following the PCC’s decision in 2013 to seek the closure of the church and sell the property 
together with the church hall, the DAC and Property Team initiated various discussions with a range 
of local organisations including church groups and the Bournemouth Churches Housing Association. 
The purpose being to advise the PCC and Diocesan Mission & Pastoral Committee (DMPC) of the 
range of interest that existed.  
 
This process was carried out during 2014-15 and included a valuation and marketing advice from an 
agent with experience of the sale of church property. 
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In 2016, following these discussions, the Property Team at the Diocese were instructed to seek 
expressions of interest in the site in a way that ensured that the PCC met the requirements of the 
PCC Powers Measure and the Charities Act in disposing of the hall and car park area for which they 
are managing trustees.  
 
The marketing particulars made it clear the offers were subject to obtaining a successful church 
closure scheme. Details of the interested parties identified were provided to the agents who in 
addition advertised the property more widely. 
 
Expressions of interest were received and considered by the PCC in mid-2016. Subsequently the 
decision to appoint an Interim Minister with a remit to review the future of the benefice/parish led 
to the bidders being advised that the closure and sale process were being put on hold.  
 
Following the review by the Interim Minister, the PCC and DMPC agreed to re-market the site at the 
end of 2018.  At this point legal advice was taken in relation to the use of the church and hall by 
two local church groups. This led to a delay in re-marketing while the PCC sought to clarify their 
relationship with these groups.  
 
Before this matter was resolved the COVID pandemic led to the closure of the buildings and re-
marketing was, therefore, further delayed until the latter part of 2020. By this point the previous 
users had relocated to other premises in the parish to enable the property to be offered with 
vacant possession as neither had formal lease or licence under faculty in place. 
 
In instructing the agents to commence re-marketing they were asked to seek to contact all those 
who had previously shown interest in acquiring the properties. Best and final offers were requested 
in 2021. 
 
 
- the reasons for stopping the use of the church by the Romanians and of the hall by the 

Filipinos in 2020 
 
When the UK went into lockdown in March 2020, the Prime Minister introduced the slogan “Stay at 
home, protect the NHS, save lives” as non-essential businesses such as bars, pubs and restaurants 
as well as places of worship were instructed to shut. 
 
All church buildings and halls were closed under instructions from the national church issued in line 
with government guidance on Covid and lockdown.   
 
‘The Archbishops of Canterbury and York are calling for Church of England churches to put public 
worship on hold and become a “different sort of church” in the coming months to face the challenge 
of coronavirus. 
 
In a joint letter, Archbishops Justin Welby and John Sentamu said it was now necessary to put public 
services on hold until further notice… 
 
… Further information on what the suspension of public worship will mean will be available as soon 
as possible on the Church of England website.’ 
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As with all parishes across the country, Maybush PCC closed the three churches and three halls 
under their responsibility and moved their worship online. 
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