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Introduction 

This report has been prepared by the St. Nicholas’ Committee for discussion at 

the Parochial Church Council meeting on 6th February 1984.  Its chief purpose is 

to set out a number of possible options concerned with the future 

development of St. Nicholas’ Church and, in particular, the church and hall 

buildings.  Accompanying each option is a certain amount of background 

information assembled by the Committee to assist the PCC in reaching 

conclusions about what course of action should be taken.  Inevitably, the 

report’s main concern is with ‘bricks and mortar’ – whether to repair existing 

buildings or to build new ones – and with establishing in very broad terms 

what different alternatives would cost.  However, before any decisions are 

taken, the Committee feels that PCC members will wish to give careful 

consideration to the far-reaching implications that several of the options 

would have for the future life and work of St. Nicholas’ Church.  This is not 

therefore a final report with firm recommendations about what should be 

done.  The Committee does feel, nevertheless, that some of the options can 

usefully be eliminated at this stage and that more can be achieved by exploring 

a smaller number of alternatives in greater detail. 
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The report begins by outlining how the St. Nicholas’ Committee came to be set 

up.  It then proceeds to examine each of the options for the church buildings in 

turn, and, finally, conclusions are drawn. 

The St. Nicholas’ Committee 

The condition of the stonework in the church (and, to a lesser extent, in the 

halls) has been a matter of growing concern for several years.  It is highlighted 

in the report of the most recent quinquennial inspection (April 1983): 

“The major problem in the church is the deterioration of the tracery to almost 

all the windows and to some of the buttresses and porches both internally and 

externally” (Report of Quinquennial Inspection, 1983, p1) 

In the autumn of 1980 a piece of stonework fell from one of the windows in 

the church.  As well as creating a considerable amount of alarm at the time, 

this event served to focus the PCC’s attention on the general state of the 

building and the cost of keeping it in good repair; and, set against this, the 

relatively modest use that the congregation was making of the building each 

week.  How long would it be before other windows reached the same state?  

Would there come a time when the building was too dangerous for normal 

use?  How much would it cost to restore the windows to their original 

condition?  Clearly then, as now, it was extremely difficult to answer such 

questions.  An attempt was made, however, to answer the last question about 

costs.  If repairs were to be made in stone, a stonemason estimated that it 

might cost as much as £12,000 per window.  At the time it was stressed that 

this was only a very rough estimate but, it was possible that the cost of 

repairing the church would be as high as £120,000. Subsequent information 

has suggested, as this report will show, that there may be less costly ways to 

repair stonework that has deteriorated. 

Early in 1981, the PCC set up a committee – the Future of St. Nicholas’ 

Committee, as it was then known – to examine a wide range of options that 

might be considered in relation to the church building and the halls.  This 

Committee met on several occasions in 1981 and, at the PCC meeting on 23rd 

July 1981, outlined eight possible options: 
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1. Maintain the present church and hall in good repair. 

2. Adapt the church; demolish the church, utilizing the spare land so 

created – for housing, shops, etc. 

3. Adapt the church; partition off the hall and either let or sell it. 

4. Adapt the church; use the hall as a commercial venture. 

5. Dispose of the church, hall and site and build a new parish centre on 

the school site. 

6. Demolish the church and halls and build a new parish centre on the 

present site. 

7. Demolish the church and retain the halls, building a worship centre 

attached to the halls. 

8. Share a building (not necessarily the present one) in an ecumenical 

venture. 

These options were presented without comment and without any indication of 

the relative costs associated with them.  The PCC meeting agreed that Mr John 

Saunders be appointed to give architectural advice on the options.  

Subsequently, on 17th August 1981, the Committee met with Mr Saunders and 

discussed the options in very general terms.  Again, no reference was made to 

costings.  Mr Saunders expressed some doubts about the feasibility of those 

options requiring adaptation of the existing church building (options 2, 3 and 

4). 

 

The Committee did not meet again until after the inter-regnum.  When it was 

re-convened in March 1983, the Committee considered each of the eight again 

in the light of new developments. Chief among these was a bequest of more 

than £10,000 that had recently been made to the PCC.  This money had been 

set aside until a firm decision had been reached about future intentions for the 

church and hall buildings.  Another new factor was the worsening financial 

position of St. Nicholas’, mainly the result of sharp increases in stipend and 

diocesan quotas, and the prospect of further increases in subsequent years.  At 

its March 1983 meeting the Committee began the process of assembling more 

detailed information about the options.  Some of this information was 

provided by the quinquennial inspections of the church (April 1983) and the 

halls (July 1983). 
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The Options Considered in Detail 

 

1. Retain the present church and halls restoring them and maintaining 

them in good repair. The main problem is deteriorating stonework, 

especially around church windows.  No action is currently being taken on 

this problem. Committee has examined two possible solutions: 

restoration using traditional materials in which decayed/decaying is 

replaced with new stonework.  Rough estimates made in 1980 suggested 

this could cost (at 1980 prices) £12,000 per window.  Several windows 

are likely to be involved.  Estimate for one window is probably a poor 

guide to overall cost.  The second possible solution requires the use of 

artificial materials and has been described as an alternative technology 

approach.  During the quinquennial inspection in 1983, Messrs Renefors 

were asked to provide an estimate of the cost of all necessary repairs: 

£30,000 (church) and £5,000 (halls), plus fees and VAT 9a total of 

approximately £45,000). Repairs to the most seriously affected windows 

(8) would cost £12,000 plus fees and VAT (total approximately £15,000). 

 

The alternative technology approach, as well as being cheaper, does not 

require glass to be removed from windows while repairs are being 

carried out.  However, it may not offer a lasting solution: further 

stonework repairs may be required within 40 or 50 years, according to 

Sefton Council’s Conservation Officer. 

 

The quinquennial inspection highlighted other repairs, to church and 

halls, estimated at £2,800 plus fees and VAT. 

 

Restoring the existing buildings by either method will entail higher 

insurance and running costs than those associated with a new building. 

 

St. Nicholas’ Church is not of unusually high architectural value and is 

not likely to attract special grants to aid its restoration.  It is not included 

in the Blundellsands Conservation Area. 

 

An option based on repairing the present buildings is probably more 

amenable to being carried out in stages than other options which 
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involve a new building. Most urgent repairs could be carried out first, 

and less serious repairs later. 

 

This option was felt to be worth pursuing. 

 

2. Adapt the Church; demolish the halls, utilising the spare land so 

created – for housing, shops, etc.  The present building is not felt to be 

well-suited to sub-division.  The remainder of the site is not likely to 

fetch a high price; the planning officer is unlikely to grant permission for 

shops, preferring housing instead, possibly a sheltered housing scheme. 

The site would accommodate relatively few houses and would present 

access problems. 

 

This option was not felt to be worth pursuing any further. 

 

3. Adapt the church, partition off the halls and either let or sell them 

 

and 

 

4. Adapt the church, using the halls as a commercial venture. 

 

These two options can best be considered together.  The major 

difference between them is that option 4 implies that the Parish 

continues to use the halls for its own functions, as well as letting it 

commercially to other organizations. 

 

Both options are subject to the same reservations about adapting the 

church as option 2.  The PCC would still be faced with high maintenance 

costs for the halls unless they were sold. 

 

Neither option was felt to be worth pursuing any further. 

 

5. Dispose of the church, halls and site and build a new parish centre on 

the school site.  Much depends on the development potential of the 

present church and halls site.  The Mersey Road/ Bridge Road corner is 

regarded as a dangerous junction and if the church site became available 
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this might prompt Merseyside County Council (or their successors, after 

1986) to design a scheme to improve the junction.  This would reduce 

the area of an already constrained site.  As in option 2, the future use 

preferred by Sefton’s Planning Officer is housing.  Sale of the site is 

unlikely to generate a large amount of income. 

 

This option implies the joint use of school facilities by Church and 

School, something that might prove difficult depending on the attitude 

of the local education authority and the head-teacher. What is the long-

term future of church schools?  How might this be affected by a change 

of government?  The present school location is not as good as the 

church-schools location.  A change of site would mean giving up the 

present position of St. Nicholas’ Church within the Parish.  The Church is 

an important landmark, given its present corner site.  There is likely to 

be an adverse reaction in the local community if a decision is taken to 

relinquish this site. 

 

The Committee felt that there was not a convincing case for moving 

from the present site and that this option should not be considered any 

further. 

 

6. Demolish the church and halls and build a new parish centre on the 

present site. Unlike option 5, this option would maintain the focal point 

that the present buildings provide.  A purpose-built centre could be 

erected: typically this would be a steel-framed, brick-clad building.  The 

cost of this building would inevitably depend on the size of the 

congregation and on the space standards adopted.  As an example, to 

build a church to hold 300 people might cost between £240,000 and 

£360,000 plus professional fees at current construction costs.  The 

present church holds 400 people.  There would be many additional 

costs: building regulation and planning fees might add another £2,000, 

while demolition of the existing buildings might cost a further £18,000.  

If construction was not started for several (perhaps ten) years, these 

figures would certainly increase very substantially.  The building would 

probably only have a fifty-year life-expectancy.  Experience of parish 

centres elsewhere may not offer a good guide as circumstances differ.  
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The Committee did examine St. Lawrence’s, Kirkdale, where the chance 

availability of an empty supermarket had allowed a parish centre to be 

created quickly and relatively inexpensively. 

 

This option was felt to be worth pursuing further.  

 

7. Demolish the church and retain the halls, building a worship centre 

attached to the halls. The new worship centre would occupy the open 

land fronting on to Harlech Road.  The church site would be disposed of, 

but would not be likely to realise much as the site is very small and 

awkwardly shaped. Access is likely to be even more of a problem than 

under options 2 and 5.  A worship centre would inevitably have a smaller 

consecrated area than the present church, perhaps accommodating only 

200 people.  Would it be large enough to meet our anticipated needs?  It 

could be designed to make use of the existing hall buildings, as required.  

Such a worship centre to hold 200 people would cost in the region of 

£200,000, plus professional fees; demolition costs would amount to 

£12,000. 

This option was felt to be pursuing further. 

8. Share a building with other churches in an ecumenical venture. This 

option would involve several churches giving up their present buildings 

and sharing one building instead.  Which building, if any, would be best 

suited to joint use?  Maybe not St. Nicholas’ Church.  Is the climate of 

opinion among clergy and laity in the district sufficiently strongly in 

favour of an ecumenical centre?  The Committee doubted this.  On 

practical grounds, this option has many advantages in an area like 

Crosby with a high density of underused churches, but the option is 

likely to be much easier to implement in cases where a fresh start is 

being made, e.g. in Skelmersdale New Town. Relatively rapid turnover of 

Methodist and URC ministers could lead to sudden changes in attitudes, 

making a project of this nature difficult to bring to fruition.  There is the 

question as to who should pay: do all concerned have the ability to raise 

the necessary finance? 

 

This option was not felt to be worth pursuing further. 
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The Do-nothing Option. The Committee felt that it was very important to 

consider the likely implications of contriving (as we are at present) to “do 

nothing”. This option would mean doing only such minimal repair work as was 

necessary to keep the building waterproof to maintain public worship.  It 

would allow the stonework to continue to decay with the possibility of further 

instances of pieces of stone falling from the building.  Doing nothing would also 

have the effect of increasing the risk of unanticipated expenses having to be 

met.  In the long-run this option could prove almost as expensive as some of 

the other options without any of the benefits. 

 

Conclusion 

This report has presented a wide range of options for the future of the church 

and halls of St. Nicholas’.  The Committee has explored each option in general 

terms, in some cases with the benefit of professional advice.  It has not 

explored all the factors but feels, nevertheless, that in future, attention should 

be focused on three options: 

 

1 Retain the present church and halls, restoring them and maintaining 

them in good repair 

2 Demolish the church and halls and build a new parish centre on the 

present site 

3 Demolish the church and retain the halls, building a worship centre 

attached to the halls. 

 

It has to be recognized that whichever option is chosen, major repairs are 

bound to arise over the coming years.  The Committee welcomes the views of 

members of the PCC on this recommendation and on any other matters that 

have a bearing on the future of the church and hall buildings. 

 

Peter Batey 

 

February 1984. 
 

 

 

 


