











Windermere. The link building between Carver URC and its church hall has been
completed within the budget, and the General Secretary preached at the opening
service.

Westminster College building plans. The Finance Committee had scrutinised the
Business plan, recommended some changes, which were supported by the General
Assembly. One million pounds had been earmarked for the Westminster Appeal
from the Sale of New College Fund.

Minister's Pension Fund. All the Synods had responded favourably to the request for
additional contributions. The URC Trust has signed the appropriate legal Guarantee
and papers have been sent to the Pension’s Regulator. There may be the need to
adjust the benefit package provided by the Fund, and proposals may be brought to
the May Mission Council. The next valuation is due in January 2012.

Budget 2011

He then presented the budget for 2011, Papers C and C1, which included a Stipend
increase of 3.65% from £22,416 to £23,232. Mr Ellis explained that there would be
no increase in Central costs (administration). A deficit budget of 3%. is proposed. Mr
Ellis responded to questions. Mr Ellis moved:

Mission Council approves the budget for 2011.
Resolved by agreement.

10/36 Human Sexuality Task Group

The Deputy General Secretary, Rev Richard Mortimer presented Paper E on behalf
of the Task group. He moved that:

The remit of the Task Group be altered to read in its final bullet point: To
report to Mission Council, and, through Mission Council to General Assembly
regularly, so that interim progress reports are given, if appropriate, to each
meeting of these bodies, and that clear statements of policy on the use of
Church premises for the holding of civil partnerships and on the ordination of
those in committed same-sex relationships be submitted for consideration to
General Assembly 2012.

The Legal Advisor gave his opinion on the outworking of the Equality Act.
The Deputy General Secretary responded to questions.

After lengthy discussion the proposal was split into two sections.

The remit of the Task Group be altered to read in its final bullet point: To
report to Mission Council, and , through Mission Council to General
Assembly regularly, so that interim progress reports are given, if
appropriate, to each meeting of these bodies, and that clear statements
of policy on the use of Church premises for the holding of civil
partnerships be submitted for consideration to General Assembly 2012.
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MCAG should be charged with giving further consideration to the
composition of the review group, and then ask Nominations Committee
to identify the people to serve.

Resolved by consensus.

Evening Prayers were led by Rev Rachel Poolman.
FRIDAY 15 OCTOBER

Joint Session 11

Mr David Walton took the chair.

Rev Kenneth Howcroft announced the order of business for the morning session.
Rev Richard Mortimer announced that the ‘Back up day’ reserved in November for a
Mission Council meeting in London would not be needed. He also announced that
the ‘God’s Reign — our Unity’ Report from the Church of England/ United Reformed
Church working party, would be brought to the General Synod of the Church of
England and the Mission Council in the Spring of 2011. A favourable outcome would
mean that the URC would be fully recognised as a partner church by the Church of
England.

Work with Children and Young People. BT/10/03

Following positive responses to the document ‘Which Way Now?” earlier in the
meeting the following resolutions were put:

1. The Methodist Council and Mission Council commit themselves to
the crucial work of re-engaging with children and young people in
Britain through the widest variety of media and other means.

2.The Methodist Council and Mission Council commit itself to do those
things with the Mission Council and Methodist Council that they are able
to do, and to seek continually new areas of co-operation.

A number of questions and comments were received to which Doug Swanney and
Rob Weston responded. They agreed that the wording was somewhat bland with no
particular outcomes stated, but emphasised that work between the two
denominations was well in progress and the resolution was a particular
encouragement to continue what has been begun.

After discussion the second resolution was amended to read:

2.The Methodist Council and Mission Council commit their staff teams
to work together to bring plans for joint working to future meetings of
the Councils.

The resolutions were carried by a single vote of the whole meeting.









Final Worship.

Members of both councils gathered to celebrate Holy Communion. The worship was
led by Rev Dr Kirsty Thorpe, and Rev Eunice Atiwood, assisted by Rev Alison
Tomlin and Mrs Val Morrison who preached the sermon.

The next meeting of the URC Mission Council will be 17 — 19 May, at High Leigh
Conference Centre, Hoddesdon.
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Appendix 1

Changes to Part Il of the Ministerial Disciplinary Process (Section O)

[Note: Most of the changes shown here arise out of the proposed introduction of a
Caution Stage, which are contained in a new Section AA, but some other important
changes are being brought forward as well.]

A.3  After the word “Paragraphs” add “AA.8.1,”.

A.5 In the opening sentence of this paragraph insert the words "including
Section AA" after "Sections A to J”

Insert the following additional definitions, placing them in the correct
alphabetical sequence and making the necessary consequential amendments to the
sub-numbering of the other definitions in this Paragraph:

“Capability Procedure” shall mean the Procedure adopted by the General
Assembly of the Church in July 2008 (or any subsequent modification thereof) for
maintaining and improving the performance of ministers and known as the Capability
Procedure.

“Caution” shall mean a sanction in the form of a written Caution imposed on a
Minister in accordance with the procedures set out in the Caution Stage under
Section AA (not to be confused with the Written Warning defined later in this
Paragraph A.5).

“Caution Stage” shall mean the first stage in all disciplinary cases not involving
Gross Misconduct, the rules applicable thereto being set out in Section AA.

“Final Caution” shall mean a Final Caution imposed under Paragraph AA.7.

“Gross Misconduct” shall mean misconduct which is considered by the Synod
Moderator to be so serious as to justify bypassing the Caution Stage and calling in
the Mandated Group under Section B immediately to conduct its Initial Enquiry.

“Guidelines of Conduct and Behaviour” shall mean the Guidelines of Conduct
and Behaviour for Ministers of Word and Sacrament and the Guidelines of Conduct
and Behaviour for CRCWs adopted by the General Assembly of the Church in July
2010 (or any subsequent modification thereof).

“Independent Safeguarding Authority” shall mean the Independent
Safeguarding Authority established by Section 1 of the Safeguarding Vulnerable
Groups Act 2006.

“Initial Caution” shall mean an Initial Caution imposed under Paragraph AA.6.
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Add the following sentences at the end of this Paragraph:

“The purposes of the Synod Panel are to enable the following appointments to be
made from that Panel when a disciplinary case arises, that is to say (i) the
appointment of two persons in accordance with Paragraph B.3 to act as members of
the Mandated Group in that case and (ii) the appointment of two persons in
accordance with Paragraph AA.1.5 to act as the Synod Appointees during the
Caution Stage if initiated. The same persons shall not act as Synod Appointees
and members of a Mandated Group in the same case.”

B.2.1.2 Add a new paragraph as follows:

“A Synod may appoint to its Synod Panel persons from any other Synod so long as
the number of such persons does not exceed 25% of the total membership of the
Synod Panel.”

B.3.1 After the words "Synod Panel for that Synod" insert the following "(or in an
emergency one person from the Synod Panel of that Synod and one person
from the Synod Panel of another Synod)".

B.6.3 Add the following words at the beginning of this Paragraph:

“If the Synod Moderator has proceeded directly to the calling in of the
Mandated Group without first initiating the Caution Stage,”

B.6.4 Add the following words at the end of the first sentence:

“ together with all reports, papers and other documents relevant to the case,
including, if relevant, a copy of the Synod Appointees’ report to the Synod
Moderator at the conclusion of the Caution Stage and all supporting papers,
copies of any Cautions issued and of the record of any appeals decisions
made in respect of such Cautions.”

In the final sentence replace the words "that statement" with "the written
statement mentioned above".

B.8.2 The existing Paragraph B.8.2 to become B.8.2.1.
B.8.3 The existing Paragraph B.8.3 to become B.8.2.2.
B.8.4 The existing Paragraph B.8.4 to become B.8.3.

E.5.1.3 After the words “written statement(s)” insert “signed by both
parties”.

E.8.6 Add a new Paragraph E.8.6 as follows:
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A11

A.3
B.1.1

The requirement that the case has passed through PRWC and that
PRWC can do no more.

A.1.1 (definition of “Certificate of Entry”), B.1.1, B.2.2, B.2.3, B.3.1, B.3.2,
D.3.2, D.3.3, D.3.4 and F.8.

The removal of adversarial-type language.
J.2.3,J.3,J.4.1/2, J.5, J.6, J.8, L.9.6, M.4
Miscellaneous.

B.6, E.8 J.2.2. ]

“Certificate of entry” Add the following definition:-

“Certificate of entry” means the Certificate duly completed and signed
by the Convener of the PRWC in the format set out in the Appendix to
this Part Il.

“Commission Officer” Add the following definition:-

“Commission Officer” means the person appointed to act under the
instructions of the Review Commission in carrying out an investigation
and assembling the relevant information and documentation for the
assistance of the Review Commission and whose role and functions are
set out in Section G.

"Enquiry” — Change the definition to "Enquiry Stage" and continue "means
the pre hearing stage during which the Review Commission conducts its
enquiry in accordance with Section F assisted by the Commission
Officer.”

“QOutside Organisation” - Replace the words “recommendation(s) or
guidance being issued under the relevant paragraph of these Rules of
Procedure” with “guidance being issued under the relevant paragraph of
the Incapacity Procedure”.

Delete the words “recommendations or”.

After the words “Paragraph 1 of Part I” replace the remainder of the
Paragraph with the following:

“...s/he shall enquire from the Convener of the PRWC (i) whether the
PRWC has been involved with the Minister and, if so, (ii) whether it has
now reached the point where it believes it can do no more for him/her.
If, and only if, the answer to both questions is in the affirmative, s/he
shall, wherever possible, consult the other of them (i.e. the Moderator of
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F.14

G.A1
G111

G.1.2

G1.3

representations on any of the matters contained in the said statement
and dossier or should s/he wish to submit any further statements,
reports, or other papers, these should all be lodged with the Secretary
within 21 days of receipt of the said letter. The Secretary shall forthwith
on receipt supply each member of the Assembly Commission with a
copy of any such observations, representations or documents.

After the expiration of the said period of 21 days or, if a request for an
extension of time is received, within such further period of time, if any,
as the members of the Review Commission consider reasonable, the
Review Commission will instruct the Secretary to put in hand
arrangements for a hearing to take place in accordance with Section J.

Role and Responsibilities of Commission Officer
The role and responsibilities of the Commission Officer shall be:-

To study the Commencement Notice and any supporting papers and any
representations made by the Minister and/or others and

To note the instructions of the Review Commission and any supporting
information supplied with them (see Paragraphs F.7 and F.8) and

In pursuance of those instructions, to obtain such reports, carry out
such interviews and consultations and take such other steps as are
deemed appropriate within the scope of those instructions including the
assembling of all the relevant information in a dossier for presentation
to the Review Commission and

G.1.4 To attend the Hearing in order to respond to any questions which may

G.2
G.21

G.2.2

G.2.3

G.3

be put to him/her by the Review Commission and/or the Minister or the
Minister’'s Representative.

The Commission Officer shall have regard to the following:-

S/he must act within the scope of the instructions issued by the Review
Commission under Paragraph F.7.

Should the Commission Officer, in the course of his/her investigation,
be drawn into a new line of enquiry, s/lhe must refer back to the Review
Commission for further instructions.

The Commission Officer must not commission reports or incur costs
without specific authorisation from the Review Commission.

Subject always to the terms of the Review Commission's instructions,
the following questions (which are not necessarily exhaustive) should
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G.5.2

G.6.

G.7

G.71

G.7.2

J.1

If any such person refuses or expresses an unwillingness to attend any
Hearing in person or if the Commission Officer has any other reason to
believe that that person will not in fact do so, the Commission Officer
shall report this to the Review Commission, which may if it thinks fit
invoke its discretionary powers as set out in Paragraph F.1. In such
situations, it is essential that the Commission Officer should use every
endeavour to obtain an agreed written statement from the person
concerned as described in Paragraph G.5.1.

The Commission Officer shall consult, or endeavour to consult, with the
Minister or his/her representative for the purpose of securing an agreed
bundle of documents. A list of the documents in the agreed bundle
should be prepared by the Commission Officer and signed by him/her
and by the Minister or his/her representative. The Minister may request
copies of the documents in the agreed bundle there and then.
Otherwise they will be sent to him/her by the Secretary of the Review
Commission (see Paragraph F.13.1). Should the Commission Officer be
unable to secure an agreed bundle of documents for whatever reason,
s/he shall prepare a report which shall explain why it has not proved
possible to do so.

When the Commission Officer has completed his/her investigation, s/he
shall lodge with the Secretary of the Review Commission a dossier
containing (i) a written statement setting out the result of his/her
investigation, summarising the information contained in the dossier and
adding any comments which s/he deems appropriate and (ii) either of
the following:-

If it has proved possible to secure an agreed bundie of documents in
accordance with Paragraph G.6, the originals (or copies if the originals
are not held by the Commission Officer) of the documents forming the
agreed bundle, the signed copy of the agreed list of documents and the
originals or copies of any further documents which are not included in
the agreed bundle but which, in the opinion of the Commission Officer,
should nonetheless be passed on to the Review Commission or

If it has not proved possible to secure an agreed bundle of documents in
accordance with Paragraph G.6, the originals (or copies if the originals
are not held by the Commission Officer) of all statements, reports and
other documents considered by him/her to be relevant to the case,
including the report referred to in Paragraph G.6 as to why it has not
been possible to secure an agreed bundle of documents.

After the words "the Minister" add "the Commission Officer”.
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APPENDIX 2 MINISTERIAL DISCIPLINARY PROCESS (Section O) -
CAUTION STAGE to take effect on 30 April, 2011

Section AA to be inserted after Section A of Part Il of the Disciplinary Process
(Section O)

AA.1.1 This Section AA sets out a Caution Stage which provides the mechanism
whereby an enquiry can be set up to examine matters of concern involving ministers
which fall short of Gross Misconduct, leading, if appropriate, to an Initial Caution and
a Final Caution being issued to the Minister in the form of written notices.

AA.1.2 Any such matters of concern shall only fall within the Section O Process if
demonstrating a degree of blameworthiness attributable to deliberate intent or to a
blatant lack of care and concern, the effect of which, if substantiated, would indicate
a breach of the criteria laid down in Part |, Paragraph 4.1. In the absence of these
elements, no case for discipline arises under this Section AA.

AA.1.3 If at any time during the Caution Stage the Synod Moderator becomes aware
of any information suggesting the possibility of Gross Misconduct on the part of the
Minister, s/he shall have the power to bring the Caution Stage to an immediate
conclusion and call in a Mandated group to commence its Initial Enquiry in
accordance with Section B of these Rules. Any relevant information already
gathered within the Caution Stage shall be passed on to the Mandated Group and
the Synod Moderator shall discharge the Synod Appointees from any further
responsibility.

AA.1.4 References in this Section AA to the Synod Moderator can also be taken as
a reference to the Deputy General Secretary, except where precluded by the
context.

AA.1.5.1 Each Synod is required to appoint from its Synod Panel two persons to
conduct the enquiry under the Caution Stage and to take such other actions as are
required under this Section AA and two persons to act as reserves for such purposes
should the principal appointees be unable for whatever reason to act in that capacity
in a particular case.

AA.1.5.2 The Synod may make these appointments in any of the following ways: (i)
it may appoint persons from its own Synod Panel or (ii) it may appoint persons from
the Synod Panel(s) of one or more other Synods, with the consent of the Moderator
of that Synod or those Synods, or (iii) it may appoint persons who, although not
members of any Synod Panel, have legal, tribunal or other appropriate professional
experience. The appointments do not need to be made from one and the same

group.
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AA.4.2 The Synod Appointees may wish to meet with some or all of those who,
according to the information provided in the Synod Moderator’s statement, have had
involvement with the Minister and who may have relevant knowledge of the causes
of those concerns.

AA.4.3 The Synod Appointees may wish to refer back to the Synod Moderator for
discussion upon any matters which arise during the course of their enquiry, including
the appropriateness of the terms of any Caution which they are minded to impose.

AA .4 4 If, following the meeting with the Minister referred to at Paragraph AA.4.1.1,
the Synod Appointees have held meetings or discussions in accordance with
Paragraph AA.4.2 or Paragraph AA.4.3, the Synod Appointees should once more
meet with the Minister for a further discussion and, if possible, should attempt to
reach agreement with the Minister as to the areas of concern and as to how the
problems should be resolved.

AA.4.5 At the conclusion of every interview taking place under this Paragraph AA.4,
including any meetings with the Minister, the Synod Appointees should prepare a
detailed minute thereof and seek the interviewee’s agreement to the wording thereof,
whereupon the Synod Appointees should sign two copies, requesting the interviewee
to do the same, whereupon they should retain one copy and hand the other copy to
the interviewee. If the interviewee should decline to sign the minute, an
endorsement to this effect should be made explaining the reasons for this.

AA.5 Having satisfied themselves that they have taken all the steps necessary
under Paragraph AA.4, the Synod Appointees will conclude their enquiry in one of
three ways:

AA.5.1 The Synod Appointees may conclude that no further action needs to be
taken, in which case they may give written notice to this effect to the Synod
Moderator and the Minister as soon as they reach this conclusion, or

AA.5.2 They may invoke the procedure relating to the issue of Cautions set out in
the succeeding Paragraphs of this Section AA or

AA.5.3.1 They may, if in their view the concerns are sufficiently serious to justify
such a course, serve a written notice on the Synod Moderator consisting of a
recommendation that s/he should call in a Mandated Group and thus take the matter
out of the Caution Stage and directly into Section B of these Rules of Procedure (this
course, involving as it does a recommendation only, cannot be the subject of an
appeal by the Minister). The notice shall set out the reasons for making such a
recommendation. At the same time, they shall serve on the Minister a written notice
informing him/her that this step has been taken.

AA.5.3.2 Should the Synod Moderator be unwilling to accept this recommendation,
s/he may by written notice to each of the Synod Appointees, request them to
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AA.6.3.1 During the period whilst the Initial Caution is in place, the Synod
Appointees shall keep the situation under review and, if they become aware of
conduct or behaviour on the part of the Minister which indicates that s/he is not
adhering to the terms of the Caution, they have the authority to call the minister to
account at any time and, if the circumstances should so require, to issue a Final
Caution under Paragraph AA.7 or bypass the Final Caution Stage and to proceed
directly to a recommendation to the Synod Moderator in the terms of Paragraph
AA.5.3.1 without waiting for the period of the Caution to expire.

AA.6.3.2 The provisions of Paragraph AA.4 as to the conduct of meetings with the
Minister and other interviewees shall also apply during and at the expiration of the
period of the Initial Caution.

AA.6.4 At the expiration of the period of the Initial Caution (or sooner if
warranted under Paragraph AA.6.3.1), the Synod Appointees shall carry out a further
review, which will involve a meeting with the Minister and possible meetings or
discussions with others who might have information to assist the Synod Appointees
in their review. Arising out of this review, the Synod Appointees must take one of
the following steps:

AA.6.4.1 They may conclude that the Caution should be removed and that no
further disciplinary action is necessary in the light of the improvements and the
positive response made by the Minister following the imposition of the Initial Caution,
in which case they may give written notice to this effect to the Synod Moderator and
the Minister as soon as they reach this conclusion, or

AA.6.4.2 They may proceed to the Final Caution Stage in accordance with
Paragraph AA.7 or

AA.6.4.3.1 If they form the view that the Minister has failed to comply with the terms
of the Caution and if their concerns are sufficiently serious to justify such a course,
they may serve a written notice on the Synod Moderator consisting of a
recommendation that s/he should call in a Mandated Group and thus take the case
out of the Caution Stage and directly into Section B of these Rules of Procedure (this
course, involving as it does a recommendation only, cannot be the subject of an
appeal by the Minister). The notice shall set out the reasons for making such a
recommendation. At the same time, they shall serve on the Minister a written notice
informing him/her that this step has been taken.

AA.6.4.3.2 Should the Synod Moderator be unwilling to accept this
recommendation, s/he may by written notice to each of the Synod Appointees,
request them to continue with their enquiry and, if they accede to this request, they

will proceed with the remainder of the Caution Stage in accordance with this Section
AA.
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AA.6.4.3.3 Should the Synod Appointees be unwilling to continue with their enquiry,
they may, by giving written notice to the Synod Moderator within one month of the
receipt of the notice from him/her, decide to reject his/her request (see also
Paragraph AA.10.2).

AA.7.1 If, having followed the procedure outlined at Paragraph AA.6 and in
accordance with Paragraph AA.6.2, the Synod Appointees continue with the next
step in the procedure relating to the imposition of Cautions, they shall issue to the
Minister a written notice consisting of a Final Caution setting out the following:

AA.7.1.1 the matters of concerns which they have identified as amounting to a
breach of discipline at the light of Part |, Paragraph 4.1, which shall include a
statement as to why, in considering the Minister’s response to the Initial Caution,
they have deemed it necessary to issue a Final Caution, and

AA.7.1.2 the steps which they require the Minister to take to resolve those concerns
in order to bring his/her ministry back to a level compatible with his/her ordination
promises and

AA.7.1.3 the period of time, not exceeding twelve months, within which those steps
should be taken and

AA.7.1.4 the consequences which would follow from a failure on the part of the
minister to comply with the terms of the Final Caution, which would be the issuing of
a recommendation to the Synod Moderator in the terms of Paragraph AA.5.3.1, the
Synod Appointees having no authority to issue any further cautions, and

AA.7.1.5 a statement informing the Minister of his/her right to appeal against the
imposition of the Caution, drawing attention to the period of time within which the
notice of appeal must be lodged and the fact that time is of the essence in the
lodging of the appeal notice (for further information as to the lodging of an appeal
and in particular the time allowed for this, see Paragraph AA.8.1).

AA.7.2.1 The written notice of a Final Caution issued under Paragraph AA.7.1 may
either be handed to the Minister at the conclusion of the Synod Appointees’ final
interview with the Minister at the Final Caution Stage or it may be sent to the Minister
within ten days of that interview, either method constituting service for the purposes
of Paragraph H.2.

AA.7.2.2 The Minister has the right to appeal against the imposition of a Final
Caution under Paragraph AA.7.1 and the appeal provisions are contained in
Paragraph AA.8.

AA.7.3.1 During the period whilst the Final Caution is in place, the Synod
Appointees shall keep the situation under review and, if they become aware of
conduct or behaviour on the part of the Minister which indicates that s/he is not
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adhering to the terms of the Caution, they have the authority to call the minister to
account at any time and, if the circumstances should so require, to issue a
recommendation to the Synod Moderator in the terms of Paragraph AA.5.3.1 without
waiting for the period of the Caution to expire.

AA.7.3.2 The provisions of Paragraph AA.4 as to the conduct of meetings with the
Minister and other interviewees shall also apply during and at the expiration of the
period of the Final Caution.

AA.7.4 At the expiration of the period of the Final Caution (or sooner if warranted
under Paragraph AA.7.3.1), the Synod Appointees shall carry out a further review,
which will involve a meeting with the Minister and possible meetings or discussions
with others who might have information to assist the Synod Appointees in their
review. The outcome of this further review will be one of the following:

AA.7.4.1 They may conclude that the Caution should be removed and that no
further disciplinary action is necessary in the light of the improvements and the
positive response made by the Minister following the imposition of the Final Caution,
in which case they must give written notice to this effect to the Synod Moderator and
the Minister as soon as they reach this conclusion, or

AA.7.4.2 If they form the view that the Minister has failed to comply with the terms of
the Caution and if their concerns are sufficiently serious to justify such a course, they
may serve a written notice on the Synod Moderator consisting of a recommendation
that s/he should call in a Mandated Group and thus move the case into Section B of
Part Il of these Rules of Procedure (this course, involving as it does a
recommendation only, cannot be the subject of an appeal by the Minister) (see also
Paragraph AA.10.2). The notice shall set out the reasons for making such a
recommendation. At the same time, they shall serve on the Minister a written notice
informing him/her that this step has been taken.

AA.8.1 Should the Minister wish to appeal against a Caution, whether an Initial
Caution imposed under Paragraph AA.6 or a Final Caution imposed under
Paragraph AA.7, s/he must serve on the Synod Moderator as the person authorised
to accept service a notice of such appeal no later than 21 days from the service upon
him/her of the Notice of the Caution, time being of the essence for the purpose of the
lodging of the appeal. The Notice shall state the grounds of the appeal (which may
be in detail or in summary form as the minister chooses) and the Minister may lodge
with the Notice any statements or documents in support of the appeal if s/he so
wishes.

AA.8.2 The body to hear the appeal shall consist of three persons and shall be
constituted as follows:
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the Synod Moderator, they shall meet with the Minister and provide him/her with the
opportunity of addressing them on the ground of the appeal.

AA.8.6 Thereafter the members of the appeals body shall retire to make their
decision in private.

AA.8.7 Within ten days of the reaching of the decision, the secretary of the appeals
body shall serve on the Minister, the Synod Appointees and the Synod Moderator
notice of the decision together with a statement setting out the reasons for the
decision.

AA.8.8 If the appeal is successful the notice of the decision shall also declare that
the Caution is discharged with immediate effect, that the Disciplinary case against
the Minister is at an end and that the Synod Appointees are discharged from any
further responsibility. The Synod Appointees shall thereupon present their report to
the Synod Moderator in accordance with Paragraph AA.9.

AA.8.9 If the appeal is unsuccessful the Caution will remain in place.
AA.8.10 No appeal is possible from the decision of the appeals body.

AA.8.11 The service of the notice of the appeals decision under Paragraph AA.8.7
shall have the effect of discharging the members of the appeals body from any
further involvement in that disciplinary case.

AA.9.1 The Synod Appointees shall, at the conclusion of the Caution Stage, present
their report to the Synod Moderator, which shall summarise the steps which they
took and state the manner in which they conducted their review, stating which of the
courses they took under Paragraph AA.5 and, if they proceeded to the issue of
Cautions under Paragraphs AA.6 and AA.7, the steps they took and the nature of the
Minister’s response. If they have resolved to issue a recommendation that the
Synod Moderator should call in a Mandated Group and thus move the case into
Section B of these Rules of Procedure, they shall set out such recommendation
clearly in their report, giving their detailed reasons for such recommendation.

AA.9.2 They shall attach to their report copies of all statements and other
documents which were germane to their enquiry, including copies of any written
Cautions (both Initial and Final) issued to the Minister.

AA.9.3 Except in cases where the Synod Appointees have made a
recommendation that the Synod Moderator should call in Mandated Group under
Section B of these Rules of Procedure (see Paragraph AA.10.3 below), the Caution
Stage shall be concluded immediately upon the issue of the Synod Appointees’
report to the Synod Moderator and their responsibilities will terminate at same time.
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AA.10.1 Should the Synod Appointees conclude, whether under Paragraph
AA.5, Paragraph AA.6 or Paragraph AA.7, that no further action should be taken, the
Caution Stage and indeed the Disciplinary Process itself shall end with the lodging of
their report with the Synod Moderator in accordance with Paragraph AA.9.1 and the
involvement of the Synod Appointees shall cease at the same time.

AA.10.2.1 Should the Synod Appointees, whether under Paragraph AA.5.3.1,
Paragraph AA.6.4.3.1 or Paragraph AA.7.4.2, recommend to the Synod Moderator
that s/he should call in a Mandated Group under Section B, the disciplinary case
shall remain in abeyance pending the calling in of the Mandated Group by the Synod
Moderator.

AA.10.2.2 In cases where the recommendation is made under either Paragraph
AA.5.3.1 or Paragraph AA.6.4.3.1, the involvement of the Synod Appointees shall,
subject to Paragraph AA.10.3.2, cease when the Mandated Group has been so
called in. The Synod Moderator shall notify them in writing as soon as this has
happened.

AA.10.2.3 In a case where the recommendation is made under Paragraph AA.7.4.2
following the imposition of a Final Caution, the involvement of the Synod Appointees
will cease as soon as they present their report to the Synod Moderator in accordance
with the procedure set out in Paragraph AA.9.1.

AA.10.2.4 If, following a recommendation such as is referred to in Paragraph
AA.10.2.1, the Synod Moderator has not, within a period of six months from the date
of receipt of the notice of such recommendation from the Synod Appointees, called
in a Mandated Group, then unless Paragraphs AA.5.3.3 or Paragraph AA.6.4.3.3
applies (as to which see Paragraph AA.10.2.5) the Disciplinary Process shall come
to an end immediately upon the expiration of such period. In such a case, the
involvement of the Synod Appointees shall, where either Paragraph AA.5.3.1 or
Paragraph AA.6.4.3.1 applies, cease at that time. The Synod Moderator shall notify
the Synod Appointees at the expiration of that period that no Mandated Group has
been called in, whereupon they should present their report to the Synod Moderator,
following the procedure set out in Paragraph AA.9.1.

AA.10.2.5 If either Paragraph AA.5.3.3 or Paragraph AA.6.4.3.3 applies, the
Disciplinary Process shall come to an end when the Synod Appointees give written
notice to the Synod Moderator of their rejection of his/her request to proceed with the
Caution Stage, at which time their involvement shall cease at that time and they
should then present their report to the Synod Moderator in accordance with the
procedure set out in Paragraph AA.9.1. The Synod Moderator shall have the
remainder of the six months period to decide whether or not to call in a Mandated
Group under Section B and if s/he shall have failed to do so at the expiration of that
period the Disciplinary case shall come to an end.
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e How do local churches best achieve impact on major political issues eg shaping the
Big Society

e How could the Churches use our combined resources more effectively eg media links;
buildings

e How can our structures work together better eg what can we learn from the Joint
(Baptist/URC/Methodist) Public Issues Team model; where next in the search for
visible unity?

e After the joint report Hope in God’s Future, what help is needed on climate change at
local level?

e Other areas where practical advice would be useful eg Safeguarding, multicultural
opportunities, Equality and Diversity issues

Remember that on this occasion we have a particular interest in areas where working together
between the two Churches might open up fresh possibilities.

Please ensure that you or your group’s reporter hands in the completed feedback form to
Richard Mortimer, John Ellis or Isha Coke not later than the end of Wednesday’s programme
at 2130. It would be helpful if you could indicate on the sheet the relative weight of different
suggestions: was a request enthusiastically supported by the whole group or just the great
passion of one member?

Thank you.






Worship at Joint Council Meeting 13-15 Oct 2010

Weds 11.30 am URC Session
Shortish opening prayers. No powerpoint or accompaniment
Liaison person: Rachel Poolman

Weds 1.45 am Joint session
Opening hymn — for powerpoint and accompaniment ‘Let us build a house’
Other hymns will be included — liason person for info: Kirsty Thorpe

Weds 9.15pm Closing prayers
Liaison person for info: Alison Tomlin (poss no powerpoint/accompaniment)

Thurs 9.15 am Joint session
Hymn — for powerpoint and accompaniment - The Lord’s my shepherd (Townend version)
Liaison person for info: Rachel Poolman

Thurs 4.30 pm URC session
Surprised to see prayers included here — but will happily lead something if needed !
RP

Thurs 9.00 pm URC session

Hymn — for powerpoint and accompaniment — Put peace into each others hands (altd
version)

Liaison person for info: Rachel Poolman

Fri 9.15 am Joint session
Not sure if anything required given communion service later

Fri 11.15 am Communion

Hymns for powerpoint and accompaniment — My Jesus, my saviour — Be still for the
presence of the Lord - Brother, sister, let me serve you

Liaison person for info: Val Morrison

Other hymns that may be slotted in:
For everyone born a place at the table
God with humanity made one






























































































































The Role of the Synod Moderator
URC Mission Council October 2010

Terms of Reference for the Review Group

1. Develop a new role description for the synod moderator.

2. Draft resolutions to amend the Structure of the United
Reformed Church as appropriate.

3. Make recommendations regarding the role of the
Moderators' Meeting in relation to the councils of the church.

4. In undertaking the review:

a. consider the issues of responsibility, leadership,
authority, authorisation and episcopacy,;

b. consider possibilities arising from collaborative
working;

c. consider and take note of ecumenical work on the
issues in 4(a), including episcope under the Church of
England/Methodist Covenant and the Welsh
explorations into an ecumenical bishop, and assess
their relevance for the United Reformed Church;

d. consider and take note of 'The Role of the Synod
Moderator' paper presented to Mission Council October
2010;

e. consult widely across the councils of the church and
other appropriate groups.

5. Identify wider issues arising from the review in liaison with
the Moderators’ Think Tank so that these may be referred
for further work as appropriate.

6. Report [progress] to Mission Council in November 2011.






BETTER TOGETHER

A JOINT MEETING OF THE METHODIST COUNCIL AND
THE UNITED REFORMED CHURCH MISSION COUNCIL

The Haves Conference Centre, Swanwick
13 - 15 October 2010

AGENDA

Sessions 2-7 & 10 will be held jointly with agenda items numbered J;
for sessions 1, 8 & 9 the two Councils will meet separately with Methodist agenda items
numbered M and URC agenda items numbered U

The agenda items for the separate Methodist and URC sessions will be separately notified with
the papers for those sessions.

Glossary of terms

note = for information

discussion = significant discussion time but not expecting resolutions
approve = resolution required but appears not to need any substantial debate
decision = resolution required and probably does need substantial debate first

Wednesday 13 October

11:00 COFFEE

11:30 Session 1: Separate Sessions of the Methodist Council and the Mission Council
12:45 LUNCH

13:45 Session 2: Joint Session

J1. Exploring our history, context and characteristics within a framework of worship
Papers BT 10/01 and BT 10/02
15:45 TEA

16:30 Session 3: Joint Session

J2. The General Secretaries unpack our two Churches’ current major themes
I3. Groups explore the key challenges facing the Church locally and denominationally
18:45 DINNER

20:15 Session 4: Joint Session

J4. Fresh Expressions: presentation and discussion led by Bishop Graham Cray

21:15 EVENING PRAYERS












12:45

13:45

M3.

M4.

MS5S.

Meé.

M7.

MS.

MO.

M1

M1

Announcements:

(i) New signatories for Finance Bank Account: Andrew Gibbs, Ted Awty and
Strategic Leaders (at least two — or all)

(ii) Proposals to implement the Resolution of Conference regarding the
closure of Wesley College Bristol: 44 positive responses were received
by 25 August.

Announcement of Chair’s Business David Walton
Minutes of the Methodist Council held on 10-12 April to approve
David Walton

Matters arising from the Council minutes to note MC/10/82 (tabled)
Ken Howcroft

Executive action taken by the officers of the Council since it last met oral report
Ken Howcroft

Minutes of the Strategy and Resources Committee held on: Ken Wales
(1) 28 April to note
(1) 9 September to note

Matters arising from the SRC minutes (including Venture FX) oral report
Ken Wales
Report from the Connexional Leaders’ Forum oral report
Martyn Atkins

0. Report from Strategic Leaders oral report
Chris Elliott followed by Mark Wakelin

1. Introduction to the Joint Council
John Ellis followed by Ken Howcroft

LUNCH

Session 2: Joint

Chairing: Val Morrison (Moderator of the General Assembly)

J1.

Exploring our history, context and characteristics within a framework of worship
BT 10/01 and BT 10/02

Led by Revd Dr Kirsty Thorpe (Moderator of the General Assembly)

This opening joint session will set the scene for the event and may include a significant act
of worship, an explanation of the meeting purpose, structure and schedule (including some
mapping presentation), possible F&O statement, some introductions of Methodist and URC
leadership (The Chairs, Presidents, General Secretaries etc) and their function, an ice
breaker to mix up the room, some discussion of the history of both churches (possibly






M14. Transfers of Funds (MMTA etc) to approve MC/10/84 and
MC/10/84(a) (tabled) Gareth Powell

M15. Workload Issues to note MC/10/85
John Ellis

M16. Timetable of work coming to the Council and the Conference to note
Ken Howcroft

M17. SRC D&P Sub-Cttee Terms of Reference to note MC/10/86
Nick Moore

M18. Confidential Item oral report in closed session
John Ellis

18:45 DINNER

20:00 Session 9: Methodist Council

Chair or Assistant Secretary to highlight feedback forms on desks

M19. Connexional Team Work 2009-10 to note MC/10/87

John Ellis

M20. Connexional Team Work Priorities 2010-11 to approve MC/10/88

and MC/10/88 Amended Appendix 1 (tabled)

John Ellis

M21. Candidating for the Ministry — criteria to approve MC/10/89

Doug Swanney & Ken Howcroft

M22  Approval of En Bloc Items: Ken Howcroft
a. Committee membership lists (Committees appointed by the Council)

MC/10/90 and MC/10/90(a) Amendments

b. Governance Scrutiny Group for the Connexional Grants Committee
— Terms of Reference MC/10/91
C. Authorisation and delegations MC/10/92
d. Conference 2012 Plymouth MC/10/93
e. ACT Alliance Observer Status Renewal (WCC) MC/10/94
21:00 CLOSING PRAYERS The Vice President

Richard Mortimer, John Ellis and Isha Coke to meet to shape Session 10.

Shape then to be confirmed with David Walton, Kirsty Thorpe and Val Morrison.



























































































































































































































7) How would you rate the plenary sessions on a scale of 1-5?

Releasing Ministers Potential

i y20 )3( )40 )s( )

Developing Ecumenical Local Visions

() 2( )3 )al )s( )

Growing Local Leadership

() 2( )3( )a( )5( )

Articulating & Communicating Faith

() 2( )3( )a( )s( )

Finding the Missing Generation

10 )2 )3( )a( )s( )

Making Buildings Assets
10 ) 2( )3( )a( )s( )

Mission Shaped Structures

)20 )3( )a( )s( )

Big Society — An Opportunity?
() 2( )3( )al )s( )

Big Society — How the Local Church Engage
10 ) 2( )3( )a( )s( )

Spending Cuts - Bias to the Poor
10 ) 2( )3( )a( )5 )

8) Do you feel that you have learnt anything from the denomination (i.e. URC or Methodist Church)
that you are not a part of?

1t )2 )3 )a( )s( )

9) Did you feel that the amount of worship was appropriate?
Yes( ) No( )

10) Did you enjoy the style of worship?
Yes( ) No( )

11) How valuable an opportunity was this event to network on a scale of 1-5?

10 )2 )3( )a( )s5( )



12) How happy were you with the event location on a scale of 1-5?

()20 )3 )a( )s( )

13) Did you feel that the event was:
too long ( )tooshort( ) justright?( )

14) Do you have any comments?






Some thoughts on the consequences of the Equality Bill

1.

Whilst it is thought that the Bill will be rushed into law before the
election, it may not do so. In that event it seems to me that the
Assembly will not need to do anything. However, saying nothing is
hardly an option. We would need to say what process will be followed
if the Bill in its amended form does become law.

If the Bill has become law, the Assembly can hardly ignore the fact.
There are three possible ways to proceed.

The first is for the Assembly to resolve that local churches should be
allowed to hold civil partnership ceremonies on their premises, leaving
the decision to each local church on the same basis as Mission Council
has already agreed that services of blessing can be held.

The second is for the Assembly to decide that local churches should
not be allowed to hold civil partnership ceremonies on their premises,
perhaps adding that this is for the time being while the theological
implications of allowing the ceremonies is considered. A timescale
could be inserted.

The third is for the Assembly to decide that, in order to remain faithful
to its 2007 Commitment, it will not make a decision either way for the
time being. Again a timescale could be inserted.

Option 1 will line us up with the Society of Friends and others, Option 2
with the Church of England and the Catholics and others, Option 3
could be lonely!

My view is that all three options will arouse significant opposition. It is
arguable that, if we opt for either of the first two we shall have to
accept that the Commitment no longer holds.

There is a question as to how far consensus decision-making should be
applied in this matter. It seems to me unfair that pressure should be
applied on whomever is the minority to come into line on what is a
matter of deeply divided conviction.

It may be worth recalling the process used in 1999, when the
Assembly took an in-principle decision on human sexuality and then
referred it to synods (and local churches?) with the understanding that
a 1/3 vote against would stop the decision — which it did. This would
avoid the charge that a small Assembly decided something which was
contrary to the views of the general membership. But it would also
mean that the discussion of a sensitive issue possibly dominated the
agenda of the councils of the church.

10. Whilst I am sure that the Human Sexuality task group should discuss

the matter, the members are likely to be as divided as the Assembly
will be. So there is a question where the leadership on this key
question should come from.

11.1 hope this helps as a first stab at the question.

John Waller

30 MARCH 2010






The Other Story

On the last occasion when the Mission Council heard the report of the liaison group for Moira Kerr
she was unable to attend but her prepared statement was read by her husband. She had prepared this
statement against the advice of her medical consultant and protested that it had been produced under
stress and that the Church should have provided more support to her in its production. It was,
nevertheless, a fluent and persuasive account of a promising young woman minister who was the
victim of abuse from which the Church had failed to protect her. No other account was presented,
setting out what the Church had attempted to do, indeed, the meeting was persuaded that the more
the Church tried to find solutions or offer palliatives, the more it became part of the problem.
Listening to the account I recognised immediately that some of it was factually incorrect and that it
gave no real sense of the hurt experienced by the many people in the Church who had used their
best efforts to help Moira. I therefore offered the General Secretary my services to try to chart some
of the other side of the story. I have deliberately avoided reading the voluminous material held at
Tavistock Place. Thereby I have left out some parts of the other story, where the people concerned
are either dead or so long retired that it seems intrusive to re-interview them; this material could be
added if it becomes necessary to explain some of the courses of action taken by the Church over the
years.

Two things stand out for me as I review what I have learnt. The first is that the Church has been
singularly fortunate that a great many people have borne with Moira's incessant phone calls and
manipulative behaviour with Christian fortitude. The law has only been used as a last resort to
restrain her. The second is that where the due processes of the Church might have been expected to
resolve the matter in ways unacceptable to Moira the national officials of the Church and national
committees and councils have always made exceptions or put a stop on processes out of
consideration for Moira's health. The Church is fortunate that individuals and subsidiary councils of
the Church have not sought to pursue the matter in the civil courts beyond seeking injunctions
against Moira. Some representatives of the Church probably have a stronger case to make than
Moira when it comes to the Church exposing them to abuse.

Moira's account of her life tells of a bright young graduate who, while not being understood by
Westminster College, was a rising star of her generation. She even claims to have preached the
Cambridge University sermon while an undergraduate. This is untrue, but the explanation is that she
may well have preached at a service in Great St Mary's by invitation, since such invitations to
students were given from time to time in the 1970s. Her academic record in Cambridge was not
impressive; she had to retake one paper of her course and the Principal's final report said of her that
she was a mediocre student who “Finds the discipline of study uncongenial.” The only college
prize she was awarded was a half-share in the elocution prize. This is consistent with Moira's
account that the college did not help her and she was more at home with the Anglicans.

She also maintains that, with the exception of Dr Buick Knox, she found little pastoral support in
the college. This is at odds with the memory of the staff at the time, who recall giving her a great
deal of time, and her fellow students, who also recall her being a demanding companion. It is said
that the break-up of the marriage of the senior student who counselled her at length was partly due
to his wife's resentment of this. I have not pursued this with him in person, out of consideration for
his present position, though this might be necessary in the event of some legal challenge to the
Church. Part of the problem must have been that Moira was a glamorous young woman in an old-
fashioned institution which still thought women students were the exception rather than the rule.

The course at that time provided short placements for students, rather than the present extended



internships. What was intended as Moira's final placement, in the East End, did not go well, Moira
blaming the ministerial supervisor and he blaming her. In view of the doubts that the Board of
Studies entertained about her satisfying their requirements they invoked a procedure which was
then applied to students about whom there were questions. They sought to place Moira in a church
for a year to gain experience and to see if her vocation was confirmed. The record does not show
that an initial approach was made to me at the newly formed URC and Methodist church at Sutton
in Surrey, the ecumenical situation there being thought especially appealing for Moira. My
Methodist colleague was unwilling for us to take on the extra work involved and so David Geddes,
who was on the Board of Studies, offered to provide a placement at Woodford Green.

The formal minutes of the Board of Studies are as follows:

“The Board agreed to the suggestion of the Senatus that Miss Kerr's preparation for the ministry
might best be forwarded if she were to spend two terms of her final year as an assistant to a minister
in a congregation. Provisional arrangements were in hand and the Grants Committee were willing to
make financial arrangements for her. The Reverend David Geddes offered to receive Miss Kerr as
an assistant and it was left to the Senatus to act in their wisdom, there being some urgency in the
matter.” 6 June 1974

“The Revd D P C Geddes reported that Miss M H Kerr had now been in residence in his
congregation for ten days and appeared to have settled well. He outlined the work she was so far
engaged in. She was living now in the Manse. The Chairman expressed the thanks of the Board to
Mr Geddes for undertaking this work of supervision..” 16 October 1974

Part of the urgency arose because the college, far from making life difficult for Moira, had made an
unusual concession in the Spring of 1974 by allowing her to apply for a post with the British
Council of Churches Youth Unit. The Senatus minute for 14 March 1974 reads:

“Moira Kerr

Professor Cressey submitted the following minute.

Re her final year of training for the ministry:

There were three possibilities which had been considered:

(a) A year at an American college. The Senatus ruled out this possibility.

(b) Service as Field Officer of the Youth Unit of the B.C.C. With the first year treated as an
assistantship. The Senatus was willing to recommend to the Board of Studies the granting of leave
of absence for the three-year period of this appointment but could not at this juncture recommend to
the Board or the B.C.C. a plan to make this formally a part of the course. At the end of the period
there would be an obligation to complete the course as then prescribed before she could be
recognised as qualified for U.R.C. Ordination. On these terms she had applied for the B.C.C. Post
and had been short-listed. Professor Cressey was one of the referees.

(c) An attachment for two terms to a local church followed by the Easter Term 1975 back in
college. The Senatus preferred this alternative. If Miss Kerr did not receive the B.C.C.
appointment, Dr Mayor would negotiate with possible churches and would report to the
Senatus at the beginning of the Easter term.”

The misgivings which the college entertained are clearly to be seen in this minutes. The preference
for a local church attachment is plainly stated, and the American option ruled out. The BCC
appointment is clearly not regarded as more than an interruption in a ministerial preparation which
will still need to be completed. However, Moira had argued a persuasive case to be allowed to apply
for the BCC post and the Senatus had assented. It was the failure to secure it which led to the
hurried arrangements made in the Easter term. The Church had already begun to make exceptions.



By June 1975 Moira had completed her outstanding academic requirements and her assistantship
with David Geddes to the satisfaction of the Board of Studies, who awarded her a leaving
certificate. Although Principal Macleod's final report was dismissive of her academic achievements
it did express some qualified hope that with the right support she might make an effective minister.

“Her conduct of worship is a helpful combination of liveliness and devotion, and her preaching is
stimulating, even if not all would share her social convictions. She has a great sense of pastoral
responsibility, not always matched by an imaginative appreciation of other people's susceptibilities.
Occasionally shows signs of stress. She needs to find a place with sympathetic people, either in a
team ministry or with a congregation which would give her understanding and support.”

In the event she returned to Woodford Green, which in itself rather undermines her case that the
Church placed her in a vulnerable position. If an abusive relationship had already begun there was
an opportunity to end it. It is clear that over the next few months events took place which led to the
resignation of David Geddes from the ministry. Moira claims she was raped by him; he later
admitted to inappropriate sexual relations. No formal church disciplinary process was followed and
no criminal prosecution took place. Moira sees this as a cover-up by the Church. The moderator
who dealt with this case, Revd Richard Hall, had been David Geddes's predecessor in Cambridge
but was a very different character, franker and more approachable. His handling of the case was in
conformity with the then practice. Subsequent experience has shown that if a ministerial resignation
is substituted for a disciplinary process then those who have to consider the application to be
readmitted to the Roll of Ministers are placed in an invidious position. In the light of David
Geddes's own admissions, let alone her own contention, Moira was entitled to be offended by his
restoration to the Roll and a question mark must hang over this decision, even if David Geddes's
account of things is true. Moira effectively went into exile in Sierra Leone with the Methodist
Missionary Society, returning with her husband to Derby, where he had obtained an academic post.
She was then called to serve as an assistant minister at Derby Central.

There is a full record of the events which led to the Derby Central church meeting terminating
Moira's ministry in the Lawson Report and I have not troubled Bernard Chart to give me his
account again. I became aware of the situation at the point CEM moved its offices to Derby, barely
200 yards from Central. The General Secretary, Bernard Thorogood, contacted me to say that Moira
was a minister on full pay who needed to be deployed in some useful work following the
termination of her ministry by the local church. I met with Moira to discuss what she might be able
to do in the short term with CEM. She subsequently told me that she didn't feel any of the work we
had considered appealed to her and that in any case her psychiatrist was advising her against taking
up any new work for the present. There then followed a period where Moira became the
responsibility of the moderator and the Pastoral Welfare Committee. This became more adversarial
over the months, especially as Moira felt she was still morally one of the ministers of Central. She
continued to attend the church and the District Council from time to time, occasions which people
began to dread, since she always took the opportunity to argue her case, either privately or publicly.

Ministers at Central came and went; the moderator changed; the officers of the District Council
rotated. I accepted the post of President. Attending a conference at Swanwick | was approached by
Ruth Clarke, who was then trying to help Moira, to see if I could facilitate a reconciliation between
Moira and the District Council, in order to make it possible for her to resume ministry. I arranged to
visit Moira. She and Alan entertained me to supper and told me the whole story from their point of
view. I told them of my personal acquaintance with David Geddes and rather longer association
with Dick Hall, who had presided at my wedding and my induction to Welwyn Garden City. Moira



grew unceasingly intense as the evening wore on and was especially insistent that the Church
should acknowledge its guilt in what had happened to her. I recall being particularly struck by this
and advising against this as a way of proceeding. Against the background of the disappointment and
frustration experienced when trying to establish corporate guilt after major accidents I argued that it
was counter-productive to pursue an abstract oppressor, “the United Reformed Church”, rather than
particular individuals. We parted in reasonable amity and Moira attended the next District Council,
making a valid contribution to the debate on some routine item. At the end of the meeting she
confronted the District Secretary and myself, demanding to know why she had not been welcomed
back formally. I explained that I had felt it better to to keep matters low key. There followed an
extraordinary sequence on the pavement outside in which Moira alternatively assailed me verbally
as one of the oppressors of women and warmly invited me to come for a drink. I had a plane to
catch at an early hour the next morning and politely explained that I needed to get away, which I
eventually succeeded in doing with great difficulty.

I was now added to the list of people Moira phoned, usually late at night, and always in a wheedling
and manipulative manner. Any number of former Moderators of General Assembly, synod
moderators and officers, denominational officials, District Council officers and so on have been
subjected to this regime. The normal reaction is to go into pastoral counselling mode. If one persists
in this there is no end to it. My own experience is typical. After the first few times my wife began to
express first concern and then irritation. When Moira reminded me that I had talked of returning her
hospitality I told her bluntly that my wife was unwilling to receive her at our house. This had the
effect of halting the calls for a short while. When they resumed I had the bizarre experience of an
apparently distraught Moira ringing me one morning threatening to take an overdose. In the middle
of the conversation her doorbell rang and she broke off, saying that her neighbour was calling to go
shopping with her. I overheard her telling the neighbour in a quite normal voice that she was busy
on the telephone and would have to postpone the trip. She then returned to agonise with me. This
strengthened my resolve to tell her that if she chose to take the overdose that was her decision, there
was nothing [ was prepared to do. She rang off and has never contacted me by telephone since.
Comparing notes I find others who have found this tactic worked. Unfortunately there is also a
group of people who went on listening and responding until they were quite broken by the
experience. | was to see her once more, years later, in the college at Cambridge, when she dropped
by at college coffee time and chatted with me and a few other people.

[ was succeeded as President of the District Council by a lay woman. Moira took this opportunity to
revisit meetings and to intervene dramatically to raise her grievances. Two meetings had to be
suspended. At the second of these the synod moderator persuaded Moira to go to a side room with a
few members of her own selection to try to resolve matters. I was invited to be part of this group but
declined. Two women elders from our Melbourne church, where Moira still preached on supply,
went with the moderator and were subject to verbal and physical abuse by Moira. I was still on the
District Pastoral Committee, which had to consider what we did next. I recall one member, a head
teacher, saying that Moira's behaviour was reminiscent of a frustrated infant; giving in to it was not
the way forward if you had their best interests at heart. Over a series of meeting with the moderator
the Pastoral Committee moved to a position where they felt disciplinary procedures should be
invoked, especially after the incident in which Moira went to Central just before a communion
service was due to begin and, having assaulted the minister, swept the elements from the table.
Central eventually consulted a solicitor and took out a civil injunction forbidding Moira to enter the
premises. The moderator resisted the move to a disciplinary process, on the grounds that this was
fundamentally a pastoral problem and that Moira was not always responsible for her own actions.
When, eventually, a disciplinary process was begun it was suspended for the same reason. The
District Council, however, had had enough and felt it was not being supported or protected by the



wider Church. It also took independent legal advice, leading to an injunction. It also resolved to

remove Moira from the Roll of Ministers. She appealed to the Synod against this decision, and the
decision of Central to remove her from the roll of members, but failed to attend the hearing of her
case. The decision now rests in limbo, waiting for a central committee of the Church to confirm it.

Moira herself invoked the grievance procedure against two of the ministers in the District. They
were called in by David Cornick and assured that the cases would not proceed. To this day they
have the formal letters of complaint on file but no corresponding exoneration in writing. Where
Moira is concerned the due processes of the Church always get frozen. Whatever the nature of her
illness or disorder, for which I have found nothing but profound sympathy on all sides, it prevents
her appearing in person at a court of the Church to secure the justice she seeks. It is as if to take
away her suit is to destroy her as a person. Since the Church said there was an end to any process of
resolution and that all future communications must be through the Church's solicitors (a route she
has still to use) she has been in hospital. This is the saddest aspect of the whole matter, as if her
conviction that the Church is itself the ultimate abuser has been verified.

In speaking to people I have asked for their reflections on what has happened to them and to the
Church and what would they have done differently. One strong theme has been the denomination's
duty of care to the people other than Moira who have been distressed by the various events and
confrontations. Did the denomination's concern to protect its central offices against incidents and
itself against a ruinous lawsuit distract it from giving the support which was needed at a local level?
This runs together with a feeling that due process had been followed, albeit reluctantly, at a local
level, but thwarted at the centre by executive action on the part of people like the General Secretary.
This was compounded by the confidential nature of a pastoral approach, which seems also to have
precluded the church equivalent of a medical case conference, in which the various practitioners
compare notes and plot the way forward. The absence of a co-ordinated approach left Moira to
follow her preferred method of working through sympathetic individuals. They had a part to play,
but their role compounded the confusion of pastoral and disciplinary methodology. The local
councils of the Church felt that the Lawson enquiry addressed their concerns for the first time and
were dismayed that subsequent actions actually re-opened questions which had been closed. There
are still numbers of people who bore some of the hurts of Moira's case whose own grief has not
been addressed. In some cases the people concerned feel somehow “tainted” and spoken against
when considered for further service in the Church. There was a general agreement that in deploying
pastoral care for Moira we had made two grave errors. First, we had always met the costs of
professional care of her own choosing, without deploying our own choice of consultant and, second,
we had sent in new teams of pastoral carers without acknowledging the failure of the basic method
we were employing. Like Great War generals sending loyal infantry over the top repeatedly in an
attempt to break the German line we were unable to make radical changes of policy, even when the
Lawson report proposed them.

The lessons for the future:

Pastoral support:

The treatment of inappropriate sexual relationships and actual sexual assault by the official councils
of the Church has changed dramatically since the 1970s. What needs still to be addressed is the
training, support and de-briefing of those who are required to exercise pastoral care in serious cases
of a disciplinary nature and those cases which do not fall within the disciplinary process but offer
intractable problems. One assumes that the peer group of synod moderators addresses this issue
internally, but whether synod moderators and the various other people who are drawn into fraught
circumstances are given sufficient personal support by the Church is open to question.



Due process:

There are clearly defined processes now within the Church for dealing with disciplinary matters and
grievances. The nature of church people mean that such processes are always tempered by pastoral
sensitivity. That sensitivity may sometimes be misplaced and pervert the process. We cannot afford
to take people for granted in these circumstances. Observing that due process has been followed is
pastorally affirmative for some participants in difficult situations. Pastoral support must be clearly
seen to be outside the disciplinary process and those charged with conducting that process cannot
afford to let their personal pastoral sensitivities influence the case. In particular, the Church seems
to have no equivalent of victim support schemes in the secular sphere. These schemes check that
victims and witnesses in disturbing cases have been offered personal support, even if they choose
not to take it. The Church should not do less.












We have all your written answers and these will be usefu| - but is there
anything that you feel should be said whilst we are meeting jointly as 2
Councils in relation to the conversations you had?

Doug
Suggest resolutions

- Commit both denominations to the crucial work of re-engaging
with children & young people in Britain through the widest variety
of mediums

Commit both denominations to do those things together that they

are able to and to continually seek new areas of Co-operation

Rob - thanks - to all and staff
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