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To All who made Representations 

Wendy Matthews 
Head of Pastoral and Closed 
Churches 
 
 
 
Your ref: 
Our ref: RC46/291 
 
2 November 2022 

 
 
 
 
Dear Representor 
 
Mission and Pastoral Measure 2011 
 Closed Church of Great Fencote St Andrew 
Diocese of Leeds 
Draft Pastoral (Church Buildings Disposal) Scheme 
 
The Church Commissioners have carefully considered the representations received 
with respect to the draft Pastoral (Church Buildings Disposal) Scheme providing for 
the sale of the closed church building of Great Fencote St Andrew and part of the 
annexed land for residential purposes. 
 
The Commissioners have come to the conclusion that the Scheme should proceed 
notwithstanding the representation made against it and the following statement 
indicates the reasons for their decision. 
 
Summary of the Representations Received 
 
Following the publication of the draft Scheme the Commissioners received 13 
representations, 9 against, 3 in favour and a letter of comment.  
 
The representations against raised concerns about the process of consultation and 
the information shared with the community at the time of closure. Some argued that 
attempts should have been made to secure a community use within the building and, if 
the impact of change on the churchyard had been realised and explained, they argued 
that a community use for the building would have come forward. 
 
Whilst some of the representors accepted the principle of conversion to a new use, 
much of the concern raised was about the specific proposals affecting the churchyard, 
the creation of the driveway, the removal of headstones and the impact on the more 
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recent burials of cremated remains. In addition, the plans for the new sun-room/energy 
hub proposed to be built as part of the scheme were held to be inappropriate. 
 
Concerns were also raised about the provision being proposed for continued access 
to both graves and headstones within the parts of the churchyard proposed to be sold 
with the building. 
 
The Clerk to the Parish Council had written setting out the observations of the Parish 
Council. These echoed concerns about the impact of the churchyard and sought 
assurances to limit the need for the removal of headstones and to maintain access to 
the churchyard for relatives. They questioned the development of the additional new 
energy-hub/sun room. They also sought assurances about the impact on the yew 
trees within the churchyard. 
 
Two brief representations in support for the proposals were received, one of which 
also expressed a hope that the treatment of the headstones and development in the 
churchyard would be undertaken sympathetically. 
 
The prospective purchasers also made a representation setting out the approach they 
have taken to the design and arguing that an alternative community use would not be 
sustainable given existing facilities close by. 
 
Diocesan Response to the Representations  

Following normal practice, a copy of the representations was sent to the Bishop of 
Leeds to seek his comments.  

The Bishop provided a detailed explanation of the marketing history and the 
discussions undertaken to secure an alternative community use for the building, prior 
to the existing proposal being recommended. 

He explained that following discussion with the prospective purchaser it was proposed 
to only dispose of approximately two thirds of the existing churchyard with a new 
access being created in line with advice from the Highways Authority and enabling 
adequate of- road parking and a turning-circle for vehicles. He noted that the 
proposals also included provision for an outbuilding built on a raft foundation which 
would house the technology to enable to the building to function sustainably as a 
modern home. 

The Bishop also set out his understanding that the proposal could lead to the 
relocation of a maximum of 35 tombstones but that it is not proposed to disturb human 
remains and that the prospective purchaser had indicated the intention to mark the 
location of each memorial with a ground marker. 

The Bishop explained the pastoral background which led to the PCC determining to 
focus its mission in one location. He recognised the affection for the building locally 
but argued that its conversion to residential use would enable it to be sustained into 
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the future and avoid the gradual decline and deterioration which befalls historic 
buildings without a continued use. 

Finally he confirmed that the purchaser was aware of the ongoing requirement to allow 
access to relatives to tend graves in the property and stated that he was confident in 
the proposed purchasers ability to care and maintain the churchyard land to the best 
of their ability. 

Further Views of the Representors  

The correspondence with the Bishop was shared with the representors and further 
comments were received from Alison Booth, Mr and Mrs Bottomley, John Craig,  Anne 
Herbert, Kate Smith, The Parish Council, and the prospective purchasers, Mr and Mrs 
Shipley.. Some of those who have written also make reference to the Hambleton 
District Council planning officer’s report and decisions notice. 

The concerns expressed continued to raise concern about the potential impact of the 
proposals on the churchyard and the lack of detail that was available about the extent 
the proposed movement of tombstones, the detail of the method for that movement , 
and for the protection of other tombstones during any development. The questions 
about the detailed treatment of the ground and churchyard to enable the development 
were also raised in further questions from the Parish Council.  Kate Smith also 
presented an alternative proposal for the parking and access arrangements which she 
argued would have significantly less impact on the tombstones. 

There was also significant information and concern raised about the future of a railed 
tomb which had recently been revealed to be the burial plot of the Sedgwick family, 
important landowners and benefactors in the 19th century. 

Mr Craig raises significant concern about the consultation process and the impartiality 
of that process and questioned the process by which decisions were to be taken in 
relation to the case.  

The prospective purchaser welcomed what they describe as the unambiguous 
response from the Bishop. 

The Sifting Group’s decision 

The case had been examined by the Committee’s case sifting representatives who 
considered that the issues raised were clear and that the Committee would not be 
assisted in hearing from or questioning directly the representors or Diocesan 
representatives. They therefore concluded that the case should be considered on the 
papers alone. 

Reasons for the Committee’s Decision  

Under Section 62(7) of the Mission and Pastoral Measure 2011, the Commissioners 
were required to consider any representations duly made with respect to the draft 
Scheme. In considering the representations the Commissioners had to have regard to 
the legislative requirements to seek a suitable alternative use for the building. The 
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process of securing suitable alternative uses 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. 
 
The Commissioners were aware of a number of closed church buildings around the 
country which had been successfully put to residential use including cases where 
churchyard land had been conveyed with the building and noted that this was, in 
principle, a suitable use for a closed church. The question was whether such a use 
was suitable for this particular building in this location, taking into account the 
concerns raised, particularly in relation to the impact on the churchyard. 
 
The Commissioners noted that the building had been actively marketed for community 
use prior to open marketing taking place and that wider consultations about a possible 
community use had included conversations with the Parish Council. Only when no 
such use emerged was the property further marketed for uses including residential 
use. 
 
The Commissioners noted that planning permission for the development had been 
granted and that the issues of access across the churchyard and the necessary 
provision of parking had been carefully considered by the prospective purchaser and 
had been accepted as appropriate by the local Highways Authority. 
 
The Commissioners noted that the process to agree the exact arrangements for the 
treatment of tombstones within the affected land was ongoing and that, whilst a 
maximum number of tombstones affected had been identified, it was understood that 
should the scheme proceed attempts would be made to reduce that number as the 
detailed marking out of the area was put in hand. The Commissioners recognised and 
were sympathetic to the concerns raised about the treatment of the churchyard but did 
not believe that the concerns were such as to render the use of the building and land 
unsuitable in this case. 
 
The detailed directions for the relocation of the tombstones were a matter for the 
Bishop on the advice of the Diocesan Advisory Committee for the Care of Churches, 
in accordance with Section 78 and Schedule 6 of the Measure. A notice of detailing 
the affected tombstones and the directions for their relocation was required to be then 
published before the disposal of the property was completed and relatives of the 
deceased had certain rights to make alternative arrangements for the relocation of 
affected memorials. In this case the Commissioners’ Case Officer has also agreed to 
hold a further public meeting to set out the proposals when these had been confirmed. 
 
The Commissioners also noted the concerns raised about the consideration of the 
case and the process of consultation. The Commissioners were clear that the 
statutory provisions for consultation under Mission and Pastoral Measure had been 
fully followed in this case. They also noted that additional consultations, beyond that 
required by law, had taken place by way of a public drop in session.  
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Other matters  
 
The Commissioners also considered all the other points made in the representations 
but felt that none of them was of sufficient weight to outweigh the points listed above.  
 
Conclusion 
 
In the light of these various points the Commissioners were satisfied that it would be 
right to allow the Scheme to proceed. They realise that their decision would disappoint 
those who had made representations against the proposals, but hoped that this 
statement would be helpful in indicating that their decision was reached only after 
consideration of all the relevant factors. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 

 
 
Wendy Matthews 
Secretary to the Mission, Pastoral and Church Property Committee 


