St Mary & All Saints, Dunsfold

MINUTES OF PCC MEETING

HELD ON MONDAY 20th July 2009
AT LOCK HOUSE LODGE, KNIGHTONS LANE, DUNSFOLD

Present: 
Canon Paul Morgan Jenkins (Chairman);


Mr Tony Bowden; Mrs Barbara Elliott; Mr Ian Fairclough;

Mr Mence Wilkinson; Mrs Hazel Wiltshire; 

Mr Stephen Marriott, Diocesan Secretary (part); 


Mrs Beverley Weddell (minutes)












ACTION

1. The Chairman, Canon Paul Jenkins, welcomed members and opened the meeting with prayer. 

2. Apologies were received from David Rivett, Kate Ide, Roger Nash, Peter Hardcastle and Jill Raffe.
3. School Buildings Charity Commission Scheme. Diocesan Secretary, Stephen Marriott addressed the meeting regarding the School Buildings Charity Commission Scheme. In terms of history he had three comments to make. Firstly, that the construction of the building in 1939 was paid for from funds given by Katherine Woods. He is not a school historian and has not been able to get any detailed history about what has happened with the management of the school but has been able to ascertain that documents have been lodged with Surrey Archives which state that the freehold of the building was not a charitable donation and was sold in 19??. There is also on the same website an entry in 1878 concerning the raising of school fees. The thought that there was a continuing charitable donation concerning the freehold is flawed by the information which can be found on the Surrey History website, which backs up information found in Charity Commission records. He said that even if it was the case that there was a continuing charitable intention from1839 onwards, he would still say that the 1957 conveyance by the executors of the Duke of Westminster is a fully competent document and that the Charity Commission would be looking at whether there was a mistake in the conveyance, which he believes would be difficult to show. Mr Marriott stated that the Diocese has no obligations to maintain a Listed Building, however the Local Authority has powers to take the building away if it is not being properly maintained. The trustees have no obligation to do anything except preserve the funds of the charity. 
Secondly, regarding the received representations that a new scheme should be set up to support the nursery school, as this is a secular establishment he would not see that the Diocese would wish to support a privately owned nursery school.

Thirdly, regarding commentary that the Diocese closed the school in order to get the proceeds and do other things with them, the adjudicator’s report looked very carefully at the governors’ meetings which clearly showed they were the proposers of closing the school. The Diocese did vote for the closure in support of the governors. The clear reason for the closure was to do with the numbers on roll, eighteen at the time. There was some discussion about whether a certain number would be viable, 45 was suggested in the report. 
He said that what they are doing now is seeking flexibility in order to be able to do something – at the moment they can do nothing, as the Trust obligations state the purpose is for Church of England education of children and adults and no other purpose. He is fairly certain that the Charity Commission will refer the matter to another section of the Charity Commission having received objections to the Scheme. Should the scheme be declined, it will be referred back to the Secretary of State for Children Families and Schools to grant a Section 554. Or, after that, it would go to the High Court for formal adjudication. 
In terms of the future, he welcomes questions and comments and should the Scheme be granted, he would come back to the PCC to discuss current ideas since the 2007 proposal. He said they would need to be realistic in terms of money, given the current economic climate. He said that various developers would come out of the woodwork, but they had not had an approach so far. The current planning restriction for community use means that the building is not worth a great deal of money, however it is possible as far as developers are concerned that restrictions can be transferred to other sites and it could be that Waverley would be keen for the site to be developed for affordable housing. 
Paul read out the following representation from Peter Hardcastle:

I would like you to know that I have responded to the invitation to send a comment to the Charity Commissioners in favour of the proposal and against the recommendation of Alan Ground in his recent village circular. The points I have made are as follows:

· The Parish Council have never publicised in their handouts the fact that this is a divided title. Surrey County Council own the School House and no refurbishment or development of the site can be carried out without their agreement and complicity.

· There may be 59 children currently of infant school age in the village, but such is the demographic breakdown of Dunsfold only a small proportion of this would actually take up places. A lot would want their children educated privately.

· The cost of renovating the existing buildings is totally uneconomic.

· The greatest problem however is that the Parish Council sought and obtained Listed Building consent which effectively adds weight to the argument above but also to total redevelopment of the site for a new school.

· Those villagers who now claim that the original terms of the grant to it in the 1830s should still apply are forgetting that this all changed by the 1957 conveyance to the Diocese and that they have had plenty of time to voice this between 1957 and the closure of the school in 2004.

· Those Villagers who claim that a good education was being maintained prior to closure in 2004 are living in ‘cloud cuckoo land’. It closed for the simple reason that numbers had fallen to about 20, of whom half were from ‘Traveller’ families, and it had received a very bad Ofsted report. 


I maintain the view that the best use of this land is to hand it over for residential development (affordable housing) since it adjoins Nugent Close. Moreover, I believe that to try to turn the clock back to 1830 is ridiculous given that most of us now have cars and travel to schools and work etc.


Tony Bowden said that he largely agreed with Peter. There is a perception in Dunsfold that the Diocese have only one interest which is to make as much money as possible from that site and listening to Stephen Marriott’s comments, that is what they want to do. It would be most helpful to the Diocese’s cause if they were to show a greater concern for the people and children of Dunsfold and in explaining what they are doing they have the population of Dunsfold at heart. 


Stephen Marriott said that the Diocese is in a difficult position in that there is an obligation on all charity trustees to maximise income, so if you own something you have to maximise income or you use it for the purposes of your charity. The DBF can do a deal with the PCC on any basis it wants, they don’t have to maximise a sale to us as we are within their purposes so can work with us in a flexible way. If however, the Diocese goes outside of the church in a transaction, then they have to consider about maximising value. There may be further constraints depending on what happens with the Scheme. They can deal with church objects in a very creative way and if dealing outside of those, need to endeavour to maximise the value. He cannot make any promises about ‘top-slicing’ for the benefit of the village, but he would talk to us to see what we can advise. 

Ian Fairclough commented that there is a lot of anger in the village about this. The Diocese name is pretty ghastly and we are embarrassed about being tarred with the same brush. He said he was glad the Diocese would be happy to work with us and would like to hear the Diocese’s ideas. There is a difficulty with communication between the Diocese and the Parish Council which he hopes can be resolved. The sadness concerning negative publicity is not what it says about the Diocese but the damage it does to the mission of the church in Dunsfold. Stephen Marriott said that they had found it very difficult dealing with the Surrey Advertiser and despite providing statements to the press, are very often misrepresented. If there was a proven need for a new school in the village, he said they would have to consider carefully whether the proceeds from a sale of the buildings could be used to support a school in Dunsfold in particular. Tony Bowden felt that the Diocese should be seen to agree with consensus in the village that the proceeds should be put towards a school in Dunsfold and Stephen Marriott said that he would make these points clear to the Director of Education. 


Paul stated that the closure of the school is to be regretted, however the people making the most protestations had sent their children to independent schools. The school had been poorly managed, creating a situation which would not be repeated today. There is a social element to be considered as travellers would be likely to move their children to a school in Dunsfold. We are in an interesting demographic situation with more children coming in and we need to make education provision within the village. Should the church be providing help with after school activities, for example. He thanked Stephen for coming to give us further clarification. 
4. Minutes of the PCC Meeting held on 9th March.

These were approved as a true record of the meeting.
5.
Matters arising from minutes

a)
Website and Families e-mail network. .Beverley reported that we are currently receiving an average of four visits per day to the website, which is encouraging. Following an article in the parish magazine, she had not received any requests from people wanting to join the e-mail network.  
b)
Flagstaff. The new flagstaff had been collected by Albert Wiltshire and erected by Seth Enticknap.
c)
Back to Church Sunday. It was agreed that all those who had been married or baptised during the year would be invited back to church for this service. The Standing Committee would decide whether it would be the 6th or the 27th of September.
d)
Access to the Holy Well. The stile had been restored and there was a new gate to the holy well. Mence will ask Tom to clear the area around the holy well. 
6.
Financial Report. Beverley circulated the accounts for the half year to June, which were shown to be in line with budgets. 
7.
Church building, fabric and churchyard matters.

a) 
Vestry Project – interim solution. The attached statement from David Rivett was circulated. It was unanimously agreed the work should proceed. 

b)
Quinquennial Working Group. Mence had nothing to report except that the shed had now been moved and all the other outstanding items had been completed. 


Paul said he had taken some of the old iron to the dump and he knew of a church in Aldershot that might be interested in some of the remaining iron. He would advise Hazel when the rest of it could be removed. He gave a big thanks to Gus Ide who had done a lot of work tidying the shed and moving the Horsham slabs.

7.
Forthcoming vacancy for Treasurer. David Rivett feels the he has done sufficient work as Treasurer and it is now time to hand the role over. Paul will put a notice in the Parish Magazine when he has received a job brief from David.
8.
Forthcoming vacancy for Parish Magazine Editor. Benda Jenner has done this job for many years and would now like to lessen her load and would be standing down at the end of December. Paul had put a notice in the parish magazine. 
9.
Any other business.

a)
Paul advised that Jacky Williams would share the work of Sexton with Jill Sutcliffe who has recently moved into the parish.
b) Paul said that the Mystery Plays in September had been postponed until next year as there was a clash with a DADS production.
10.
Next Meeting.


The next meeting would be on 14th September at The Rectory.
There was no other business and the meeting ended at 21.45pm with The Grace.
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