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Capital Project
Response from DAC and Church Centre Feasibility Study
On September 22nd, representatives from the Diocesan Advisory Council (DAC) came to
West Malling to look at the church and to discuss our options for the future of the church
and a hoped-for extension to provide toilet facilities and other vital amenities. Tom Foxall,
a representative from English Heritage and, Liz Guthrie, the Tree Officer from Tonbridge
& Malling Borough Council were also in attendance.
In October, we received the English Heritage’s written feedback (provided once again with
this paper). While there was considerable delay, we have now received the DAC’s written
response for our consideration and it is also included with this paper.
There has also been a significant new development because of what has been taking place
at Kings Hill. TMBC’s decision to grant Liberty Property Trust planning consent for the
Phase III development of Kings Hill included the gifting of 0.3ha of land to the Diocese of
Rochester for a new parish church for the people of Kings Hill. That gift is now being
worked out and agreed to make the land ownership a reality so that plans can begin to
move ahead to design, seek consent, fundraise and build a new church for Kings Hill.
If built, it is my expectation that it will become the ‘Cluster Hub’. Within the geography of
the five communities, it would be central and, being built from scratch, it would make
sense to create space there for the photocopier and booklet maker, office space for the
administrator and filing, as well as space for the three clergy to collaborate and meet
parishioners. As a result, I think that shifts the scope of what we require at St Mary’s and
reduces some (but not all) of our requirements. I no longer feel we need office space in an
extension at St Mary’s. The DAC’s response which I might paraphase as ‘thus far and no
further’ also means we need to curtail our scope; cutting cloth to fit the available space.
Last week, I met with Alan Vousden, Colin Bays and Isobel Macdonald as a quasi-working
party to consider the DAC response and possible next steps. Colin had also put some work
into potential designs for an extension on the basis of the DAC’s feedback.
In addition, Clare Innes has been very kindly working on the PCC’s requested ‘Option
Appraisal’ for the Church Centre. It is a working document and one that may need further
shaping as we go along, but its current draft is also included with this paper.
I look forward to the PCC discussion on these matters but Alan, Isobel, Colin and I feel we
are now in a place to put certain questions before the PCC.
Those questions are as follows:
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1. Given the DAC and English Heritage responses and our knowledge of the
developing situation at Kings Hill, does the PCC feel that Colin Bays’ new sketches
(as attached) are the right sort of direction? If so, we can respond to the DAC and
seek their further feedback on our revised plans.
2. Further consider if, alongside any extension, we wish to pursue a Phase 1/Phase 2
plan in which Phase 1 may provide a disabled toilet, and possibly a kitchenette and
meeting room within the church building (either at the base of the tower or in the
westernmost bays on the north aisle).
3. If we do like the general thrust of the ideas, it is important that the PCC ratifies the
use of some of our Capital Project funds already raised to engage an Ultrasound
Survey Geophysical firm like BATEC to check what may lie beneath the monuments
on the south side of the church that may need to be moved if this plan was to go
ahead. We need to know if our plans are feasible.
4. Given the positive response from the DAC, and the Option Appraisal from Clare
Innes about the Church Centre, do we feel we know enough to commission a full
feasibility study on the potential value of the present Church Centre by obtaining
planning consent from TMBC for residential or commercial usage? This would also
conform with Charity Commission guidelines requiring the Trustees to ensure we
receive best value for our assets when sold.
5. Finally, we would like the PCC to delegate the day-to-day work on the project to a
small group – which it would then be trusted as a PCC sub-committee to progress
the scheme. The group (of no more than six persons) will be appointed by the PCC
and will report at each PCC meeting. It would be able to make decisions, liaise with
Diocesan & Local Authorities, Architects & planners, Safety & Conservation Officers,
English Heritage & other heritage groups and apply to Grant awarding bodies for
additional funding. A separate fund raising group would also need to be set up. This
group would form what we consider to be a missing link between the PCC and the
current Sub-Group in which a wide variety of stakeholders, including residents, are
consulted but which is too large to be useful for actually progressing matters.

The PCC is invited to discuss the DAC response, comment on the matters at hand and
decide on these five questions.
David Green
18 January 2015
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