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Living God’s Love for All

St Mary’s Church is a building whose primary purpose is to be a 
place of prayer and worship. Our chosen outline design dedicates 
the front portion of the nave as a space for worship, centred around 
the altar in communion with God and each other. This area can then 
be separated off from the smaller portion to the rear of the church 
which is reserved for fellowship, with the associated facilities, as 
we grow together and welcome others into the family of the church. 
This current proposal examines the manner in which we demarcate 
these two spaces, ensuring that each space ful• lls its particular 
purpose, allowing for movement from one into the other, and 
maximising • exibility for when the whole space needs to be used for 
special occasions. The integrity and outstanding beauty of the whole 
building needs to be enhanced, whilst ensuring that it becomes • t for 
purpose.

I commend the imaginative and highly professional set of options 
prepared by our architects for your prayerful consideration. Members 
of the Parochial Church Council will be deciding on their preferred 
choice of this aspect of the design on Tuesday evening, 28th 
October 2008. All comments are welcome, and can either be given 
to individual PCC members, left in the letter-box by the kitchen door 
inside church, emailed to primrose@blueyonder.co.uk or sent to 
the Vicarage, Thornbury, Bristol BS35 1HQ. Full details are also 
available on the church website – www.thornburyparish.org

David Primrose
Vicar



The following information is intended to inform a 
decision on the formation of a separate Fellowship 
and Worship area.

In our original proposals we felt that it was 
necessary to divide the main area creating a 
separate space for both Worship and Fellowship.

This initial opinion came from focusing on a typical 
Sunday service, having now spent much more time 
in St Mary’s and with the experience of the daily 
life of the church we remain convinced that the 
formation of the Fellowship space is essential.

The formation of a Fellowship area allows the 
congregation a gathering space before and after 
they join together in worship.  

We seek to offer an area where people may meet 
informally as part of the life of the church, the 
reverence to the building and its intended purpose 
should never be altered or compromised.

Many comments offered in the public feedback 
highlighted concerns about the uses to be made of 
the Fellowship area, at the possible loss of seating 
capacity and the desire for a more • exible division, 
we appreciate the importance of these factors and 
have taken this into consideration in our options.

Respecting the integrity of the whole building 
and the reverence of worship is of fundamental 
importance.

The body of the church will always be read as 
one whole, the function of both spaces would be 
apparent from throughout the nave.

The prime purpose of the actual partition would be 
to differentiate the Worship from the Fellowship 
area. It is essential that the transition from one to 
the other be clear.

Introduction - Overview

Gathering 
Space 
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 Introduction - origins

The following options explore a variety of different 
heights.  

Given the impressive height of the nave and the 
building’s ability to draw the eyes it is advisable 
that the screen is of enough height so as not to be 
completely overlooked, or tripped over.

We would recommend that the screen be at least 
2.2ms high to give an appropriate human scale.

Our proposals for the screen introduce a gentle 
curve into the orthogonal plan. 

The main reason for this is to focus attention on the 
altar as the centre of worship.

If a perpendicular screen were created, the natural 
inclination is to re! ect this form in the seating.
This arrangement speaks more to a previous style 
of worship when the congregation’s focus was on 
the eastward facing liturgy at the High Altar in the 
Chancel, rather than complimenting and enhancing 
the current and future styles of worship gathered 
around a central altar.

The curved shape also offers better use of spaces 
within the Fellowship area and creates a natural 
! ow of movement.  
A more generous area at the main door, the 
narrower central space where various circulation 
routes converge and a quieter space in the west 
corner.
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 Options 

We have compiled a series of options for 
discussion 

Option 1 – 
A change in ! oor " nishes. 

Option 2 -  
A curving glass screen approx 2.5m in height.
 
 2a – A " xed screen with 5 doors
 2b – A pivoting screen with 1 main door
 2c – A sliding screen with 3 doors
 2d - A rolling screen with 3 doors

Option 3 – 
A moveable partition formed from a number of 
possible materials, one being the decorative 
Victorian pew ends.

 3a – A low level partition
 3b – A full height partition

Option 4 - 
A simple frame with hung panels.

The overall works are currently budgeted at 
£850,000, of this " gure £100,000 is provisionally 
allocated against the screen.

The option chosen will in! uence the proposals for a 
mezzanine ! oor, to be discussed next month.
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Option 1

As part of the overall works the building will 
undergo a complete refurbishment and a new ! oor 
will be laid.

The chosen ! ooring would also de" ne the change 
of spaces,  this would be further distinguished by 
choices of furniture and lighting.

Discussions and decisions on these elements will 
follow in later months.

Option 1

The initial option is to simply use the works already 
included to de" ne the two spaces, this is the 
most subtle and passive of all the options as no 
additional work would be carried out.

The main advantage is the reduced cost and 
absolute simplicity.  

The major disadvantage is that there will be no 
physical boundary between the two spaces.

The movement between the Fellowship and 
Worship areas is a very important transition, it 
would be our concern that a difference of ! ooring 
may be too subtle and the ! uidity the proposal 
offers may not be appropriate for all uses. 
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 Option 2 - 2a

Option 2

A curving glass screen approx 2.4m in height.
 
 2a – A ! xed screen with 5 doors
 2b – A pivoting screen with 1 main door
 2c – A sliding screen with 3 doors
 2d - A rolling screen with 3 doors

The glass screen creates a subtle division between 
the two spaces while preserving the overall 
atmosphere and reverence of the building.

When the screen is fully in place the division 
of spaces is clearly de! ned, although never 
overpowering.

A wonderful quality of the glass is that it’s 
transparency allows the light to " ow through the 
building from one space to another.

This proposal is in keeping with our initial concept 
that everything added to the building has a 
lightness of touch contrasting and complimenting 
against the solid mass of the structure.  
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 Option 2 - 2a

2a - In the original proposal we discussed a ! xed 
glass screen in a gentle curve which would radiate 
from the altar area.

The concept proposal showed a central double 
door which we would envisage being the primary 
opening, however we would introduce additional 
doors which could be used as emergency ! re 
escapes.

In the event of large services the doors could 
be fully opened and chairs be laid out in the 
Fellowship Area.  

Although the glass screen would remain in 
place we believe that the 5 large openings and 
the transparency of the glass combined with 
the building’s spectacular architecture and the 
atmosphere of a large service would truly give the 
impression of a united space.
It would certainly be far less obstructive than sitting 
behind a column.

The permeable quality of the screen offers " exibility 
for a variety of purposes while still maintaining the 
purity of the intention.

This proposal would cost approx £60-70,000 + vat
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 Option 2b

2b - A pivoting screen with main door

This is a variation on option 2a, a simple curved 
screen with a main door aligning the central aisle 
and pivoting panels on either side. 

When an increased capacity is required the side 
panels pivot 90 degrees allowing the Fellowship 
area to ! ow into the Worship space.

The two panels closest to the walls may also act as  
emergency " re escape routes although the double 
doors to the central aisle will be the primary route 
between the spaces.

We have yet to receive a cost for this option but 
would estimate it at around £70-80,000.
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 Option 2c

Option 2c – A sliding screen

This option has the appearance of the original 
sliding screen but has the advantage of being 
much more ! exible.

The screen would be made up of approx 18no. 
panels of curved glass, which, when required can 
slide together either at the sides or by the columns 
allowing the congregation to use the whole ! oor 
area as a worship space.
The panels will only be moved by ‘designated 
individuals’

The glass would be 2no 8mm curved toughened 
laminated panels with polished edges and the base 
track would be curved mild steel with a stainless 
steel cover.

The advantage of this is that it gives the 
appearance of being a simple and elegant solution 
while offering the potential to almost disappear 
when required.

A disadvantage to this option is the extent of the 
construction within the depth of the ! oor.  The glass  
panels will require to be recessed by 500mm and 
the base plate for the individual panels to slide 
along will be approx 450mm wide.
The increased construction is also re! ected in the 
cost.

Cost - Approx £110,000 + vat
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 Option 2d

Option 2d – A rolling screen

The rolling screen would take the same shape as 
options previous glass screen options.  
18no. panels approx 2m wide x 2.4m high

The panels are locked into place by pins and would 
be moved, again by ‘designated individuals’.  When 
not in use they could slide against a wall.

Again this option is for ‘occasional’ use when the 
entire ! oor space is required.  It would not be 
recommended for use as an everyday solution.

The glass would be 2no 8mm curved toughened 
laminated panels with polished edges and the base 
supports would be stainless steel.

We are still waiting on a cost for this option but it 
should be considerably cheaper than option 2c as 
there is no excavation work required.
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 Option 3

Option 3

 A moveable partition formed from a number of 
possible materials, one being the decorative 
Victorian pew ends.

 3a – A low level partition
 3b – A full height partition

An advantage of this option is the ! exibility.  The 
panels would be able to be moved in order to 
combine the two spaces.
Should the existing pew ends be opted for it would 
be a wonderful opportunity to re-use the existing 
furniture.

A concern with the low level panels is that they 
would not be a strong enough element within the 
space.  Given the impressive height of the building 
there is the danger that the low level panels would 
be overlooked.

Should high level (2.5-3m) panels be chosen 
we would recommend that they can be viewed 
through, either by the panels having a degree of 
transparency or formed from a ‘mesh’.

It is important in creating the two spaces that when 
in the Fellowship area there should always be 
the overall presence of the Worship space.  If the 
panels are solid this appearance would be lost.

A disadvantage of the screen is that they may 
appear quite clumsy in order to maintain the 
! exibility. 10



Option 4

Option 4

A further option would be to suspend panels from a 
simple frame following the same curved shape as 
the glass screen

A simple curving ‘goal post’ frame would be 
constructed in metal with slim, perhaps transparent 
bands of panels .  

One suggestion would be for bands of silk screen 
printed fabric which would be hung from the top 
rail.
Another would be for bands of decorative metal 
and stained glass which would be clipped into 
place at the top and bottom.

This would be a ‘softer’ option and could be 
combined with Option 1

The advantage is the reduced cost and delicate 
approach.  

A disadvantage is that is may be too soft and 
tactile an option for everyday use, it may also be 
too ‘! ddly’ to be mounted and dismounted on a 
frequent occurrence.

Another disadvantage would be the possible lack 
of an obvious entrance, weakening the transition 
between the spaces.
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