MISSION COUNCIL MARCH 23-25 2007
MINUTES

Mission Council met at High Leigh, Hoddesdon from Friday 23" March to Sunday
25™ March 2007. Present with the Moderator were 65 voting members and 17 others
in attendance.

Session One
Mission Council was convened by the Moderator, the Revd Elizabeth Caswell, who
invited the Chaplain, the Revd Neil Thorogood, to lead opening worship.

07/23 Welcome

The Moderator welcomed everyone present and offered a special welcome to those
attending for the first time or in a new capacity: Mrs Margaret Ward (West Midlands
Synod); Mr Graham Morris (Mersey Synod); the Revd Lucy Brierley (Chaplain to the
Moderator-elect), the Revd Bill Mahood (Convener of the London Synod Task
Group) attending to present the report of the Task Group.

07/24 Apologies for Absence

Apologies were received from: The Revd Dr David Peel (Past Moderator), The
Revds Anthony Howells (West Midlands); Pauline Loosemore (Yorkshire); Stephen
Newell (South Western); Cecil White (Eastern), Alan Wickens (North Western); John
Macauley (Thames North); Kirsty Thorpe (Convener of Communications and
Editorial); Miss Elaine Colechin (Northern); Messrs Andrew Littlejohn ( FURY
Moderator); Donald Swift (Mersey); Lawrence Moore (staff); Steve Summers (staff);
Ms Michelle Marcano (staff).

07/25 Minutes
The minutes of the January meeting were adopted as a true record.

07/26 Matters Arising

The Deputy General Secretary announced the composition of the Resolution 40 (Safe
Church) Task Group. Mrs Rosemary Johnston (Convener) Mrs Barbara Shapland, Ms
Sara Paton, Revds Lesley Charlton, Lance Stone.

The Deputy General Secretary reported on a meeting of the General Secretary’s
Review Group.

07/27 Additional Business
The Deputy General Secretary introduced the agenda, drawing attention to additional
papers

07/28 MCAG Report (Paper A)

The Deputy General Secretary reported that MCAG had approved the appointment of
an editor for the church’s main journal/periodical.

07/29 Election of advisory groups (Paper A2)



The Deputy General Secretary outlined the procedure for electing members to
advisory groups, indicating that an additional place on MCAG would have to be filled
(on appointment by Mission Council) by an Assembly Committee Convener.

07/30 Advisory Group Reports

Mission Council received the report of the Listed Buildings Advisory Group. The
Deputy General Secretary called for a small group of Mission Council members to
look at Paper ADD during the course of the meeting. William McVey & Roderick
Garthwaite volunteered.

Inter-Synod resource sharing (Paper A5) was received by Mission Council.

Mission Council received the report of the Ethical Investment Advisory Group (Paper
A6)

07/31 London Synod

The Revd Bill Mahood presented the report of the London Synod Commission (Paper
A7). In doing so, he thanked the secretary and members of the commission for their
work. Mr Mahood reminded Mission Council that the proposal for a London Synod
arose out of the ‘Catch the Vision’ process. The Commission was set up by decision
of General Assembly in 2005.

He suggested that if the URC were coming into being today, there would almost
certainly be a London Synod, and urged that the basis for any decision should not be a
financial one.

The commission as a whole is agreed that a London Synod would be a very good
thing, but there were reservations about the difficulty and cost of establishing one.

Mr Mahood clarified the following in response to questions:
e this would not be a 14™ synod;
e the proposal had not been costed, but the commission believed that the cost
‘would not be enormous’.

The Moderator reminded Mission Council that the purpose of this debate was to
decide whether the Commission’s report and resolutions should be put before General
Assembly. In discussion the following points were addressed:

e there was a feeling among some London Districts that consultation had been
inadequate and that local views and preferences had been ignored,

e Southern Synod had chosen to wait for this report before discussing the
proposals - there would be a Synod meeting on 30" June for the purpose of
discussing the issue before General Assembly. It was important that General
Assembly should be aware of the views of the synods involved. What was the
status of the views of the synods most affected as opposed to the views of
other synods? Thames North synod had discussed the issue but had not
reached consensus; a majority was against the formation of a London synod.
perhaps the wording of the resolution was too definite

e had black and ethnic minority congregations been consulted?

The General Secretary suggested that it might be possible to take more time over this.
There was, he said, no reason to rush. The commission could report to General



Assembly and seek more time to take the matter further in consultation with the
synods involved.

The Revd David Grosch-Miller moved that the matter be deferred to the 2008 General
Assembly. This was seconded by Mr David Eldridge.

The Resolution fell
Discussion resumed:

e Mission Council needed to ensure that General Assembly heard the views of
the synods concerned, but General Assembly did have the right to make such
decisions;

e it was questioned whether General Assembly would have enough information
about costs and resources involved in order to make an informed decision;

It was agreed to revisit the question at a later point in the meeting with the purpose of
exploring the possibility of asking General Assembly to give its support in principle
to the formation of a London synod. The Moderator, on behalf of Mission Council,
thanked the commission for its work.

The Revd Terry Oakley proposed that Mission Council ask Thames North Synod to
meet to discuss the matter. This was seconded by the Revd Dr Susan Durber

The Resolution was carried. (Note: At a later point in the meeting this resolution
was rescinded)

07/32 Consensus Decision-Making (Paper A8 and A8i)

The Revd Elizabeth Nash presented the paper. She noted the process’s emphasis on
listening, and the opportunity it provided for minority voices to be heard. She noted
that some things might take longer to do, while others may be quicker.

In discussion:

e this should not apply in its present form to Committees, where the convener’s
function was not that of a Moderator;

e such decision-making process was used by the WCC and the WARC, as well
as in Australia and New Zealand,

e the paper used the term ‘council’ as a more general term than General
Assembly specifically;

e an additional set of standing orders would be used; it would always be
possible to resume the previous standing orders and decide by majority vote.

Mission Council agreed that the Resolutions in a slightly modified form be put
before General Assembly

07/33 Section O Advisory Group

The Deputy General Secretary presented paper A9, Section O Advisory Group, and
sought Mission Council’s approval to put the resolution before General Assembly.
Mission Council agreed



The Deputy General Secretary sought Mission Council’s agreement to the
appointment of Mr Hartley Oldham to the Section O Advisory Group.
Mission Council agreed.

The Deputy General Secretary sought two members of Council to work with the Clerk
and legal adviser on Section O Papers A9i, A9ii, and A9iii - Revds Roberta Rominger
and Terry Oakley volunteered .

07/34 Assembly Arrangements Committee
The Convener of the Assembly arrangements Committee presented Paper S.

Session Two

07/35 Mission Council and Assembly (Paper A1)

The Assembly Clerk presented Paper Al, highlighting part 3, Conclusions and
Recommendations. He noted that, with a biennial Assembly, Mission Council would
be required to make decisions on Assembly’s behalf more frequently. A process was
suggested to allow constitutional changes to be made without unreasonable delay.
Some questions were raised:

e would consideration be given to the composition of Mission Council?
e should the name ‘Mission Council’ be changed?
e who would set the overall policies and priorities of the URC?

It was recommended that every committee should report briefly to every Assembly,
and that the main annual report of the Nominations Committee be dealt with by
Mission Council.

07/36 Catch the Vision Steering Group Report (Paper B, Paper ASS)

The General Secretary presented, and invited the Clerk to explain paper ASS,
‘Changes to the Structure of the United Reformed Church’. The Clerk indicated that
the advice received from our legal advisors was that unless we wished to go to the
expense of and delay consequent upon obtaining a Statutory Instrument to amend the
schedules to the URC Acts, District Councils in some form must be retained for the
purpose of fulfilling the requirement of the Acts. These District Councils could
however be considerably limited in their functions and membership.

In response to a question, the Clerk suggested that it would be possible for there to be
a single District Council in a synod.

It would be for the synods to decide what they wanted District/Area Councils to do in
addition to the requirements of the Act - if anything.

Synods would be informed of the legally-required duties of District/Area Councils.

Some unease was expressed that this was a reversal of decisions already taken, but the
point was made by the legal adviser that very little work would be required of
District/Area Councils and that it seemed very likely that it would be possible for
synod and district/area to be co-terminous.



The General Secretary presented paper B, seeking Mission Council’s advice on future
management of Catch the Vision, the future of Church House and the paragraph on
worship. Comments in response were:

e endorsement of the paragraph on worship;
a ‘think tank’ might not realise its full potential if its membership was changed
as frequently as suggested,;

e the quality of worship in the URC is variable, and exploration of worship was
to be encouraged;

e there was encouragement also for ecumenical working at a national level;

Comments were invited on Para 2. Clarification was asked on the policy on the
election of Lay people as Assembly Moderators. It was noted that past Moderators
have always been either ministers of Word and Sacrament or Elders.

07/37 General Secretary
The General Secretary addressed Mission Council on Reformed Spirituality and Art.

Session Three
Worship was led by the Chaplain and the Moderator.

07/38 Youth and Children’s Work Committee (Paper C)
The paper was presented by the Revd Neil Thorogood. He emphasised the
importance of the place of children in worship and invited members to comment:

e it was noted that there is more to the matter than worship styles, as churches of
varying styles seem able to sustain numbers of children;
numbers were important; a core of children do attract more;

e there were questions of relationships with young people, who may not be able
to attend Sunday worship;

e even a small number of children could be cherished as part of the church
community;

e children had their own needs as individuals;
we must try to look at worship through children’s eyes;

e the key was integration; adults could learn from children’s spirituality;

Jo Williams (Children’s Work Development Officer) addressed Mission Council,
giving details of the upcoming Children’s Assembly, which will run parallel to
General Assembly.

Mrs Val Morrison, on behalf on the Staffing Advisory Group, moved Resolution 3 on
Paper Al1l, noting that the date in clause (c) should be altered to January 2008 and not
October 2007

Mission Council, acting on behalf of General Assembly, agreed to the Staffing
Advisory Group recommendations relating to the Children’s Work Development
Officer post:



a. an extension of the Children’s Work Development Officer post to (at the
latest) December 2009.

b. by May 2009 Mission Council should receive recommendations regarding
the future resources required for the support of children’s work in the
United Reformed Church.

c. a programme setting objectives, milestones and expected progress
towards achieving the above be produced by January 2008

The Resolution was carried.

07/39 Global Warming/Climate Change (paper D)
Mrs Melanie Frew presented the paper. In discussion it was noted:

we have to be more robust in the way this is presented to General Assembly;
a list of possible courses of action for people would be helpful,

personal commitment comes ahead of an Assembly decision;

information about carbon offset and more specific advice would be helpful;

At the Deputy General Secretary’s suggestion, it was agreed that the resolution be
taken later in the meeting after the wording had been altered to take account of the
feeling of the meeting.

07/40 URC Ministers’ Pension Fund Board Membership (Paper E1)

The Honorary Treasurer, Mr Eric Chilton, presented the paper. In doing so, he sought
Mission Council’s agreement to the revised composition of the Board, and revised
arrangements for nominating directors.

Mission Council agreed.

07/41 Treasurer’s Report (Paper E)

Mr Eric Chilton noted that, at Assembly 2007, he would be reporting that the
Assembly accounts were in surplus. He presented a revised remit for the Finance
Committee which reflected more accurately the work actually undertaken by the
committee. In the first paragraph of the revised remit, the word ‘agreement’ should
be changed to ‘consultation’.

After discussion, it was agreed that the final paragraph be included in presenting the
remit to General Assembly, even if it were not part of the remit. Mission Council
agreed that this should go to General Assembly.

Session Four

07/42 Introduction of Papers F, G and H
The Revd Dr Susan Durber presented Paper F, following which the following points
were raised:

e how could we bring alive the contents of the paper?; the challenge was not
just to receive the paper, but to find ways of enabling local congregations to
engage with it;



e Was this a time of ‘new reformation’?; how was the Church coming to terms
with its future?; in a conciliar church we are good at papers, but it would be
good to ask General Assembly to offer this one to local churches for
discussion;

The Revd Peter Ball presented Paper G.
The Revd Andrew Prasad presented Papers H and H1
Mission Council met in groups to discuss:

Paper F, by the Doctrine, Prayer and Worship Committee on Ecclesiology;

e Paper G, by the Life and Witness Committee on Covenant Membership and
Mission;

e Paper H, by the Committee for Racial Justice and Multicultural Ministry, an
Audit of Church Structures, Policies, Procedures and Practices for barriers to
full Participation of Minority Ethnic People.

Session Five

07/45 Charities Act 2006

Mission Council received, and briefly discussed, the report on paper ADD. Mission
Council confirmed the intention of the Task Group to circulate an advice note to
Church Secretaries with the spring mailing from Tavistock Place.

07/46 Group Reports (07/42).

Paper F, The Ecclesiology of the United Reformed Church
The groups charged with examining this paper reported briefly and submitted written
comments to the Deputy General Secretary

Dr Durber agreed that the document could be amended in the light of the group’s
response.

Mission Council agreed that the report should be published and distributed among
churches as a Doctrine, Prayer and Worship discussion document.

Paper G, Covenant Membership and Mission
The groups charged with examining this paper reported briefly and submitted written
comments to the Deputy General Secretary.

Paper H/H1
The groups charged with examining this paper reported briefly and submitted written
comments to the Deputy General Secretary.

Mission Council addressed the Resolutions (paper H, p7)

Resolution (a):

Mission Council authorises the Secretaries for Communication & Editorial and
Racial Justice and Multicultural Ministry to draft an ethnic monitoring form to
be included in the United Reformed Church annual returns.



The Resolution was carried

Resolution (b):

Mission Council encourages all synods to support and enable the URC Minority
Ethnic Conferences which not only affirm the gifts black and minority ethnic
members bring to the life of the URC, but also help develop BME leadership for
the life of the church now and into the future.

The Resolution was carried with a number of abstentions.

Resolution (c):

Mission Council urges synods and Local Churches to promote the use of the
‘Multicultural Ministry Toolkit’ and ‘We Belong’ training pack to help local
church members and groups become cross-culturally aware and literate.

The Resolution was carried

Resolution (d):

Mission Council affirms the Training Committee in its commitment to
developing learning centres that are culturally sensitive and aware, and
encourages the committee to ensure that all lay training materials it is
responsible for developing are culturally sensitive and inclusive.

The Resolution was carried.

Resolution (e) was withdrawn

Resolution (f) as amended:

Mission Council encourages synods and Local Churches to be culturally sensitive
during the process of seeking representation to synod meetings, Mission Council
and General Assembly, and to use the provision for alternate representatives and
the possibility of additional visitors as an opportunity to involve BME
participation.

The Resolution was carried

Resolution (g):

Mission Council encourages those in leadership at all levels of the Church’s life
to be intentional in promoting multicultural inclusiveness influencing and

inspiring people to make the needed changes.

The Resolution was carried.



Session Six

07/47 Global Warming/Climate Change (Paper D)
Melanie Frew presented an amended resolution which after discussion was finalised

as follows:
General Assembly

i) notes with approval the work already underway on climate change, and
reaffirms the need to build this into the whole life of the Local Church;

ii) recognises that all society, including the United Reformed Church, must
shrink its carbon footprint;

iii) calls upon the Church and Society Committee

(a) to determine how carbon emissions can best be monitored across the
church;

(b)  to develop plans in consultation with the relevant agents of the church
to implement year on year cuts in carbon emissions using the expertise
of such groups as Eco-Congregations, Operation Noah, Creation
Challenge and the Joint Public Issues Team;

(c) to roll this out across the church, and

(d) to report annually to the Trustees;

iv) calls upon Local Churches to strive to safeguard the integrity of creation, to
sustain and renew the life of the earth.

Mission Council agreed that the resolution in this form should be put before General
Assembly.

07/48 Post-Moratorium Task Group (Paper A10)
The Revd Malcolm Hanson reported.

1) This report could only provide a context in which to discuss; it could not
further the debate.

2) Most members might feel this was a positive way forward, but we needed to
acknowledge that it would not be easy even to make such a commitment as
outlined here. For many, this path might already concede too much or take
them in an unwelcome direction.

3) The Church was deeply divided on the issue, but united in faith in Christ.
How could we handle unity and diversity? The answer might lie in the nature
of the Church. This debate might not be primarily about sexuality, but was
about the nature of the Church, what we believed the Church to be. It was
about how we live together in unity and diversity. There was a powerful and
painful tension between our perceptions of unity and of truth.

4) The tension between having deadlines and not having deadlines. The group
did not believe there should be a deadline for final policy decisions, but
acknowledged that such decisions would have to be made.

In summary, the Church had to face the reality of the kind of Church we are and to
explore ways of living with diversity, So far we had been unable to find a unified



policy on Human Sexuality, and the group could see no way of finding one in the
future. This meant that it was important to address means of living with diversity.
We perhaps needed to let go of our need for deadlines or even a definite answer.
The report contained a number of questions for Mission Council’s consideration.

In Discussion:

e we need to be careful in use of terms such as ‘the sexuality issue’;
some of the report (e.g. para 2.2) seems unduly negative;

e the report contains a clear representation of the different voices and opinions
within the Church;

Following discussion, clause 2.2 was amended to read : ‘Within the church, as people
have honoured the moratorium, opinions and attitudes are hard to assess. However,
the church has not taken the opportunity...’

Mission Council accepted the report, and agreed that it should be put before General
Assembly.

The Revd Peter Ball proposed that Resolution 4 be deleted, seconded by the Revd
Elizabeth Nash. Mission Council agreed.

The Revd Peter Brain proposed the insertion of the words ‘across the whole church’
after ‘to enable discussions’, seconded by the Revd Neil Thorogood. The Revd
Malcolm Hanson noted that the intention of the resolution was to provide leadership,

and that the discussion needs to happen initially in a small group. The amendment
fell.

Proposed to add word ‘generally after ‘discussions have not...” in Resolution 5.
It was agreed to return to the matter at a later point in the meeting.

07/49 Ministries Report, Housing of Non-Stipendiary Ministers (Paper J)
The Revd Peter Poulter presented the report and recommendations.

In discussion:

e the policy described might be a disincentive to churches to participate in synod
manse schemes;

e there might be pressure on synods to buy manses for non-stipendiary
ministers;

e if ‘house for duty’ became available to NSMs, should it not also be available
to local church leaders;

e clarification of the difference between manse provision and retired ministers’
housing;
e noted that this was permissive legislation with nothing mandatory about it;

Mission Council accepted the report and affirmed the recommendations.
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07/50 Ministries Committee (Paper K)
The Revd Peter Poulter presented Resolution (M1). Mission C agreed that M1 should

be put before General Assembly

Revd P Poulter presented Resolution M2. Mission Council agreed that M2 should be
put before General Assembly.

Mr Poulter presented Resolution M3 and the proposed selection process for
candidates for ministry. Mission Council agreed that M3 and the proposed selection
process be put before General Assembly

07/51 Abolition of the Slave Trade Bicentenary 2007 (Paper L)
The Revd Andrew Prasad presented.

Session Seven

07/52 Human Sexuality (Paper A10) (07/48)
The Revd Malcolm Hanson presented the revised resolutions:

1.General Assembly welcomes and accepts Mission Council's guidance
concerning the ending of the moratorium on policy decisions on matters of
human sexuality.

2.General Assembly agrees to the wording of the Commitment on Human
Sexuality.

3. General Assembly adopts the Commitment on Human Sexuality on behalf of
the church.

4. General Assembly calls for further detailed discussions on aspects of human
sexuality to be initiated in the light of the Catch the Vision process, with
guidance from Mission Council and in the spirit of the Commitment.

S. Acknowledging the value of earlier work on human sexuality, and recognising
that there has been some confusion about the implications of the moratorium,
General Assembly regrets that the extent of “reflection, prayer and sharing” has
been limited over the past seven years and encourages the continuing use of that
earlier material.

6. General Assembly asks Mission Council to set up a task group to oversee the
process of addressing issues of human sexuality, particularly those set out in the
report, and to enable the process of widening discussions to involve the whole
church.

7.General Assembly urges members of councils and local churches not to press

for policy decisions on these matters during this process, but to join in
discussions that might help to increase understanding and unity.
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Mission Council accepted the amended resolutions and agreed that the
resolutions should be put to General Assembly.

07/53 Joint Public Issues Team (Paper M)

Mr Simon Loveitt presented paper M. He outlined some of the strengths and
weaknesses of the Team Management Group and presented the resolution.

Mission Council accepted the report and carried the Resolution.

07/54 Staffing Advisory Group (Paper Al1)

Mrs Val Morrison moved adoption of resolution 2, Continuation of the post of
Secretary for Church and Society.

The Resolution was carried

Mrs Morrison moved adoption of resolution 1, appointment of an editor of the United
Reformed Church’s national journal/periodical.
The Resolution was carried

07/55 Assisted Dying (Paper N)

Mr Simon Loveitt presented the paper, noting the church’s enthusiasm for debating
the issue. It was intended to present the paper in booklet form for General Assembly,
and hoped to be able to make it available free of charge.

Mission Council discussed the issue in small informal groups, and in the plenary
session the following questions and comments were raised:

has the Committee considered the matter of ‘care for the primary carer’?

e in any group discussion at Assembly, people will be sharing personal, and
probably painful stories;

e concern that there may be a danger of closing down discussion if resolutions
are presented to Assembly;

e there is room for more about relating faith to practice;

e concern whether the resolutions could represent the view of the whole United
Reformed Church.

The Revd Peter Poulter moved the deletion of the words ‘to be an accurate expression
of the mind of the United Reformed Church’.
Seconded by Peter Brain

Mr Loveitt accepted the amendment, and responded to the questions raised.
The Chaplain led Mission Council in prayer.

07/56 Nominations Committee (Paper Q)

1. The Revd Malcolm Hanson presented the report of the nominations Committee and
moved the Resolution with, on the advice of the Clerk, insertion of the words
‘recommends to the Moderator that’. The Moderator thereafter announced that the
Tellers for the election of the Moderator would be Mr Peter Pay (Convener), Dr
Graham Campling and Dr Jim Merrilees.
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It was noted that Simon Rowntree had withdrawn from nomination as Convener of
Assembly Arrangements Committee. It would be helpful for Nominations committee
to have some names.

On the recommendation of the Nominations Committee,

Mission Council acting on behalf of Gemeral Assembly agreed to the
appointment of the Revd Roy Lowes for a further period as Secretary for
Education and Learning from 1* August 2007 until 31* July 2012.

Session Eight

07/57 Catch the Vision (Paper O)

The General Secretary presented Paper O, ‘Outline Plan for Mission Policy and
Theology Department’, highlighting various models of networking. He noted the
concern of MCAG about elements of the paper.

In discussion:

concerns about the future of committees (e.g. Equal Ops)
3.3 - who will implement programmes?
concern about the strength and reliability of networks;
relationship between MPT and the synods; is there a danger of churches being
overburdened by material from both synods and MPT;
e how do we stand in the middle ground between secular and religious
fundamentalism; how do we address questions of our overall priorities?
how might we act justly and inclusively as well as informally?
e should the Advisory Group on Faith and Order become a representative
group?
it would be good to have a strong emphasis on worship;
emphasis needed on collaborative prioritisation;

The General Secretary and the Revd Philip Woods responded.
Concern was expressed about the future composition and remit of Mission Council.

Mission Council agreed that the three resolutions be put before General
Assembly, with appropriate amendments

07/58 Staffing Advisory Group
Mrs Val Morrison moved adoption of a resolution approving the post of Mission
Secretary. Mission Council agreed.

07/59 Trustees Report (Papers P, P1, P2, P3)

The Treasurer, Mr Eric Chilton presented the papers, drawing attention to certain
details and noting that the Honorary Treasurer must be a nominated trustee as follows:

‘The Honorary Treasurer shall be appointed by Mission Council as the nominated
Trustee and he or she shall hold office for 4 years.” (P1, page 3)

Mr Chilton responded to a number of questions:
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e the grouping of synods is a problem; we should ask Assembly to nominate
trustees and may be able to achieve our ends without being too prescriptive;
there is also the need to make the final document acceptable to the Charities
Commission;
trustees have a duty to ensure that the church acts within the law;
concern about synod groups, and suggestion that the paper should merely
refer to ‘synods’;

e it may be helpful if all trustees were members of General Assembly;

Mission Council agreed that the vote required for amendments p1, 5 be amended to
accord with the Church’s normal procedures for constitutional change.

The Revd Malcolm Hanson presented paper P3 and its resolution:

Mission Council authorises the Nominations Committee, in consultation with the
Board of Trustees, if possible to bring directly to General Assembly the names of
suitable people to fill the remaining vacancies on the list of Trustees.

The Resolution was carried
The two Resolutions on P31 were put:

Mission Council agrees to forward, for appointment by General Assembly, the
list of those nominated to serve as Trustees of the United Reformed Church from
Assembly 2007 for the appropriate terms.

The Resolution was carried

Mission Council agrees to the co-option of the Revd Michael Davies as a Trustee
until Assembly 2010.

The Resolution was carried

Session Nine

07/60 London Synod (07/31)
The Deputy General Secretary presented a revised resolution, proposed by the Revd
Nigel Uden, seconded by the Revd Roberta Rominger:

Mission Council, noting the majority view of the London Synod Commission that
the creation of a London Synod would be “visionary and timely” and the
consequences and costs of change “acceptable”, in preparation for future
proposals to General Assembly asks the London Synod Commission or such
other group as MCAG shall appoint

a) to facilitate and consider reports on (amongst other things)
o the mission justification
o synod boundaries, in consultation with the synods affected
o the division of resources
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o financial and staffing implications
o synod offices
o Trusts

b) to consult with Thames North and Southern Synods

i) by co-opting two representatives of each synod to the Commission or group
ii) by bringing initial proposals to their Spring meetings in 2009, and firm
proposals in Autumn 2009

¢) to bring these firm proposals to Mission Council in March 2010 and, if
accepted, to General Assembly 2010 so that, if approved, a London Synod be
fully operative, with all structural arrangements in place with effect from
General Assembly in 2012

d) in the meantime to bring regular progress reports to the Thames North
Synod Executive Committee, the Southern Synod Mission and Strategy Group,
and Mission Council.

Discussion:

e there seemed to be insufficient motivation within the paper, and insufficient
interest within the Thames North and Southern synods for the process to
continue in its present form; the options were to halt the process or continue in
a different way. The present proposal offered a means of continuing the
process.

e suggested that the Black and Minority Ethnic voice was not being heard,

The Resolution was carried
07/61 The Nature of the Church’s Ecumenical Engagement (Paper R)
The Revd Richard Mortimer presented the paper.

e some debate on the definition of ‘space’;

Mission Council agreed that Paper A7 be made available as a resource for future
discussion.

07/62 London Synod (07/60; 07/31)
In the light of Mission Council’s decision on the London Synod (07/60), the earlier
resolution asking Thames North to meet (above 07/31) was withdrawn.

07/63 Nominations

The Clerk and Deputy General Secretary reported that the following nominations had
been received for members of MCAG:

Committee Convener: Mr Simon Loveitt

Mission Council Members: Revd David Grosch-Miller
Revd Rachel Poolman
Revd Peter Colwell
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Membership of Church House Management Group:
Mr Graham Morris

Mission Council agreed

07/64 Section O (Papers A9, A9i, A9ii)
The Clerk presented, notifying Mission Council of minor amendments to the papers

A9i, page 5 para 2, add full stop after commissioning and delete the rest of the
sentence.

A91 page B.3.1 add ‘and the Deputy General Secretary’
Mission Council approved the amendments.

07/6S Listed Buildings (Paper ADD)
Mr William McVey presented

e the Group’s view was sought on the increased powers granted to English
Heritage; no-one present was qualified to respond, but an answer would be
sought and appended to the minutes.

07/66 District Closure Resolution

The latest legal advice being that Districts must remain, it was recommended that
Districts put themselves into temporary suspension until General Assembly has
progressed the matter to a conclusion, using the following wording;:

.................. District Council resolves that from (Date Month Year), all district

powers and responsibilities be devolved tothe ................. Synod or to its
committees and that the Synod meeting or duly authorised committees thereof will,
until further determination of General Assembly, actas ............... District Council.

07/67 Assembly Arrangements (Paper S)

Mr William McVey outlined plans for General Assembly 2007, and thanked Mission
Council for the guidance offered at the present meeting. At the moment there are
about 40 resolutions (11 attached to section O); it might be possible to deal with more
than one resolution at a time, particularly for resolutions which were unlikely to
require lengthy or detailed discussion, and always with the safeguard that a single
resolution could still be debated.

Mr McVey responded to a number of questions.
07/68 Thanks

The Moderator thanked those members of Mission Council who were attending for
the final time in their present capacities:
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The Revd Dr David Peel, Mr Eric Chilton; The Revd John Humphreys (in his
capacity as Convener of the Training Committee); The Revd Andrew Prasad; The
Revd Peter Brain; The Revd Richard Pope; Mrs Wilma Prentice

The Moderator thanked Martin Hazell, Ken Forbes, Morag McLintock, Nigel Uden,
James Breslin, David Cornick and Ray Adams.

The General Secretary thanked the Moderator for her leadership over the past year,
and the Revd Neil Thorogood for his worship and pastoral skills.

The meeting closed with worship led by the Chaplain.
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Appendix to the Minutes of Mission Council meeting on 23-25 March 2007
Extract from the Minutes:
07/65 Listed Buildings (Paper ADD)

The Group’s view was sought on the increased powers granted to English Heritage; no-one
present was qualified to respond, but an answer would be sought and appended to the
minutes.

The following statement was subsequently received from the David Figures, secretary of the
Group:

'Concern had been expressed to the Department of Culture Media and Sport by all the
churches, including the United Reformed Church, regarding the enhanced powers of English
Heritage, after they had been given responsibility for managing the List. Not only were they
to be adviser, and to be formally consulted under the Ecclesiastical Exemption arrangements
but additionally to have regulatory responsibility for their operation.

However, these initial anxieties have to a large extent been allayed by the commitment now
being shown by English Heritage to involve the Churches fully in its policies. For example
they invited churches to discuss their proposed document on conservation principles. There
are greatly improved consultation procedures regarding the listing of buildings set out in the
recent White Paper. In particular, English Heritage have established the Places of Worship
Forum, on which all the churches, including the United Reformed Church, are represented, to
discuss issues of concern with them.

The Listed Buildings Advisory Group continues to monitor the situation.'



MISSION COUNCIL MARCH 23-25 2007
MINUTES

Mission Council met at High Leigh, Hoddesdon from Friday 23" March to Sunday
25" March 2007. Present with the Moderator were 65 voting members and 17 others
in attendance.

Session One
Mission Council was convened by the Moderator, the Revd Elizabeth Caswell, who

invited the Chaplain, the Revd Neil Thorogood, to lead opening worship.

07/23 Welcome

The Moderator welcomed everyone present and offered a special welcome to those
attending for the first time or in a new capacity: Mrs Margaret Ward (West Midlands
Synod); Mr Graham Morris (Mersey Synod); the Revd Lucy Brierley (Chaplain to the
Moderator-elect); the Revd Bill Mahood (Convener of the London Synod Task
Group) attending to present the report of the Task Group.

07/24 Apologies for Absence

Apologies were received from: The Revd Dr David Peel (Past Moderator); The
Revds Anthony Howells (West Midlands); Pauline Loosemore (Yorkshire); Stephen
Newell (South Western); Cecil White (Eastern); Alan Wickens (North Western); John
Macauley (Thames North); Kirsty Thorpe (Convener of Communications and
Editorial); Miss Elaine Colechin (Northern); Messrs Andrew Littlejohn ( FURY
Moderator); Donald Swift (Mersey); Lawrence Moore (staff); Steve Summers (staff);
Ms Michelle Marcano (staff).

07/25 Minutes
The minutes of the January meeting were adopted as a true record.

07/26 Matters Arising

The Deputy General Secretary announced the composition of the Resolution 40 (Safe
Church) Task Group. Mrs Rosemary Johnston (Convener) Mrs Barbara Shapland, Ms
Sara Paton, Revds Lesley Charlton, Lance Stone.

The Deputy General Secretary reported on a meeting of the General Secretary’s
Review Group.

07/27 Additional Business
The Deputy General Secretary introduced the agenda, drawing attention to additional

papers
07/28 MCAG Report (Paper A)

The Deputy General Secretary reported that MCAG had approved the appointment of
an editor for the church’s main journal/periodical.

07/29 Election of advisory groups (Paper A2)



The Deputy General Secretary outlined the procedure for electing members to
advisory groups, indicating that an additional place on MCAG would have to be filled
(on appointment by Mission Council) by an Assembly Committee Convener.

07/30 Advisory Group Reports

Mission Council received the report of the Listed Buildings Advisory Group. The
Deputy General Secretary called for a small group of Mission Council members to
look at Paper ADD during the course of the meeting. William McVey & Roderick
Garthwaite volunteered.

Inter-Synod resource sharing (Paper A5) was received by Mission Council.

Mission Council received the report of the Ethical Investment Advisory Group (Paper
A6)

07/31 London Synod

The Revd Bill Mahood presented the report of the London Synod Commission (Paper
A7). In doing so, he thanked the secretary and members of the commission for their
work. Mr Mahood reminded Mission Council that the proposal for a London Synod
arose out of the ‘Catch the Vision” process. The Commission was set up by decision
of General Assembly in 2005.

He suggested that if the URC were coming into being today, there would almost
certainly be a London Synod, and urged that the basis for any decision should not be a
financial one.

The commission as a whole is agreed that a London Synod would be a very good
thing, but there were reservations about the difficulty and cost of establishing one.

Mr Mahood clarified the following in response to questions:
e this would not be a 14" synod;
e the proposal had not been costed, but the commission believed that the cost
‘would not be enormous’.

The Moderator reminded Mission Council that the purpose of this debate was to
decide whether the Commission’s report and resolutions should be put before General
Assembly. In discussion the following points were addressed:

e there was a feeling among some London Districts that consultation had been
inadequate and that local views and preferences had been ignored;

e Southern Synod had chosen to wait for this report before discussing the
proposals - there would be a Synod meeting on 30" June for the purpose of
discussing the issue before General Assembly. It was important that General
Assembly should be aware of the views of the synods involved. What was the
status of the views of the synods most affected as opposed to the views of
other synods? Thames North synod had discussed the issue but had not
reached consensus; a majority was against the formation of a London synod.

e perhaps the wording of the resolution was too definite

e had black and ethnic minority congregations been consulted?

The General Secretary suggested that it might be possible to take more time over this.
There was, he said, no reason to rush. The commission could report to General



Assembly and seek more time to take the matter further in consultation with the
synods involved.

The Revd David Grosch-Miller moved that the matter be deferred to the 2008 General
Assembly. This was seconded by Mr David Eldridge.

The Resolution fell
Discussion resumed:

e Mission Council needed to ensure that General Assembly heard the views of
the synods concerned, but General Assembly did have the right to make such
decisions;

e it was questioned whether General Assembly would have enough information
about costs and resources involved in order to make an informed decision;

It was agreed to revisit the question at a later point in the meeting with the purpose of
exploring the possibility of asking General Assembly to give its support in principle
to the formation of a London synod. The Moderator, on behalf of Mission Council,
thanked the commission for its work.

The Revd Terry Oakley proposed that Mission Council ask Thames North Synod to
meet to discuss the matter. This was seconded by the Revd Dr Susan Durber

The Resolution was carried. (Note: At a later point in the meeting this resolution
was rescinded)

07/32 Consensus Decision-Making (Paper A8 and AS8i)

The Revd Elizabeth Nash presented the paper. She noted the process’s emphasis on
listening, and the opportunity it provided for minority voices to be heard. She noted
that some things might take longer to do, while others may be quicker.

In discussion:

e this should not apply in its present form to Committees, where the convener’s
function was not that of a Moderator;

e such decision-making process was used by the WCC and the WARC, as well
as in Australia and New Zealand;

e the paper used the term ‘council’ as a more general term than General
Assembly specifically;

e an additional set of standing orders would be used; it would always be
possible to resume the previous standing orders and decide by majority vote.

Mission Council agreed that the Resolutions in a slightly modified form be put
before General Assembly

07/33 Section O Advisory Group
The Deputy General Secretary presented paper A9, Section O Advisory Group, and
sought Mission Council’s approval to put the resolution before General Assembly.

Mission Council agreed



The Deputy General Secretary sought Mission Council’s agreement to the
appointment of Mr Hartley Oldham to the Section O Advisory Group.
Mission Council agreed.

The Deputy General Secretary sought two members of Council to work with the Clerk
and legal adviser on Section O Papers A91, A9ii, and A9iii - Revds Roberta Rominger
and Terry Oakley volunteered .

07/34 Assembly Arrangements Committee
The Convener of the Assembly arrangements Committee presented Paper S.

Session Two

07/35 Mission Council and Assembly (Paper Al)

The Assembly Clerk presented Paper Al, highlighting part 3, Conclusions and
Recommendations. He noted that, with a biennial Assembly, Mission Council would
be required to make decisions on Assembly’s behalf more frequently. A process was
suggested to allow constitutional changes to be made without unreasonable delay.
Some questions were raised:

e would consideration be given to the composition of Mission Council?
e should the name ‘Mission Council’ be changed?
e who would set the overall policies and priorities of the URC?

It was recommended that every committee should report briefly to every Assembly,
and that the main annual report of the Nominations Committee be dealt with by

Mission Council.

07/36 Catch the Vision Steering Group Report (Paper B, Paper ASS)

The General Secretary presented, and invited the Clerk to explain paper ASS,
‘Changes to the Structure of the United Reformed Church’. The Clerk indicated that
the advice received from our legal advisors was that unless we wished to go to the
expense of and delay consequent upon obtaining a Statutory Instrument to amend the
schedules to the URC Acts, District Councils in some form must be retained for the
purpose of fulfilling the requirement of the Acts. These District Councils could
however be considerably limited in their functions and membership.

In response to a question, the Clerk suggested that it would be possible for there to be
a single District Council in a synod.

It would be for the synods to decide what they wanted District/Area Councils to do in
addition to the requirements of the Act - if anything.

Synods would be informed of the legally-required duties of District/Area Councils.

Some unease was expressed that this was a reversal of decisions already taken, but the
point was made by the legal adviser that very little work would be required of
District/Area Councils and that it seemed very likely that it would be possible for
synod and district/area to be co-terminous.



The General Secretary presented paper B, seeking Mission Council’s advice on future
management of Catch the Vision, the future of Church House and the paragraph on
worship. Comments in response were:

e endorsement of the paragraph on worship;

e a ‘think tank’ might not realise its full potential if its membership was changed
as frequently as suggested;

e the quality of worship in the URC is variable, and exploration of worship was
to be encouraged;

e there was encouragement also for ecumenical working at a national level;

Comments were invited on Para 2. Clarification was asked on the policy on the
election of Lay people as Assembly Moderators. It was noted that past Moderators
have always been either ministers of Word and Sacrament or Elders.

07/37 General Secretary
The General Secretary addressed Mission Council on Reformed Spirituality and Art.

Session Three
Worship was led by the Chaplain and the Moderator.

07/38 Youth and Children’s Work Committee (Paper C)
The paper was presented by the Revd Neil Thorogood. He emphasised the
importance of the place of children in worship and invited members to comment:

e it was noted that there is more to the matter than worship styles, as churches of
varying styles seem able to sustain numbers of children;

e numbers were important; a core of children do attract more;

e there were questions of relationships with young people, who may not be able
to attend Sunday worship;

e cven a small number of children could be cherished as part of the church
community;

e children had their own needs as individuals;

e we must try to look at worship through children’s eyes;

e the key was integration; adults could learn from children’s spirituality;

Jo Williams (Children’s Work Development Officer) addressed Mission Council,
giving details of the upcoming Children’s Assembly, which will run parallel to
General Assembly.

Mrs Val Morrison, on behalf on the Staffing Advisory Group, moved Resolution 3 on
Paper A11, noting that the date in clause (c) should be altered to January 2008 and not

October 2007

Mission Council, acting on behalf of General Assembly, agreed to the Staffing
Advisory Group recommendations relating to the Children’s Work Development

Officer post:



a. an extension of the Children’s Work Development Officer post to (at the
latest) December 2009.

b. by May 2009 Mission Council should receive recommendations regarding
the future resources required for the support of children’s work in the

United Reformed Church.
c. a programme setting objectives, milestones and expected progress
towards achieving the above be produced by January 2008

The Resolution was carried.

07/39 Global Warming/Climate Change (paper D)
Mrs Melanie Frew presented the paper. In discussion it was noted:

we have to be more robust in the way this is presented to General Assembly;
a list of possible courses of action for people would be helpful;

personal commitment comes ahead of an Assembly decision;

information about carbon offset and more specific advice would be helpful;

At the Deputy General Secretary’s suggestion, it was agreed that the resolution be
taken later in the meeting after the wording had been altered to take account of the

feeling of the meeting.

07/40 URC Ministers’ Pension Fund Board Membership (Paper E1)
The Honorary Treasurer, Mr Eric Chilton, presented the paper. In doing so, he sought
Mission Council’s agreement to the revised composition of the Board, and revised

arrangements for nominating directors.
Mission Council agreed.

07/41 Treasurer’s Report (Paper E)

Mr Eric Chilton noted that, at Assembly 2007, he would be reporting that the
Assembly accounts were in surplus. He presented a revised remit for the Finance
Committee which reflected more accurately the work actually undertaken by the
committee. In the first paragraph of the revised remit, the word ‘agreement’ should
be changed to ‘consultation’.

After discussion, it was agreed that the final paragraph be included in presenting the
remit to General Assembly, even if it were not part of the remit. Mission Council
agreed that this should go to General Assembly.

Session Four

07/42 Introduction of Papers F, G and H
The Revd Dr Susan Durber presented Paper F, following which the following points

were raised:

e how could we bring alive the contents of the paper?; the challenge was not
just to receive the paper, but to find ways of enabling local congregations to
engage with it;



e Was this a time of ‘new reformation’?; how was the Church coming to terms
with its future?; in a conciliar church we are good at papers, but it would be
good to ask General Assembly to offer this one to local churches for
discussion;

The Revd Peter Ball presented Paper G.
The Revd Andrew Prasad presented Papers H and H1
Mission Council met in groups to discuss:

e Paper F, by the Doctrine, Prayer and Worship Committee on Ecclesiology;

e Paper G, by the Life and Witness Committee on Covenant Membership and
Mission;

e Paper H, by the Committee for Racial Justice and Multicultural Ministry, an
Audit of Church Structures, Policies, Procedures and Practices for barriers to
full Participation of Minority Ethnic People.

Session Five

07/45 Charities Act 2006

Mission Council received, and briefly discussed, the report on paper ADD. Mission
Council confirmed the intention of the Task Group to circulate an advice note to
Church Secretaries with the spring mailing from Tavistock Place.

07/46 Group Reports (07/42).

Paper F, The Ecclesiology of the United Reformed Church
The groups charged with examining this paper reported briefly and submitted written
comments to the Deputy General Secretary

Dr Durber agreed that the document could be amended in the light of the group’s

response.
Mission Council agreed that the report should be published and distributed among

churches as a Doctrine, Prayer and Worship discussion document.

Paper G, Covenant Membership and Mission
The groups charged with examining this paper reported briefly and submitted written
comments to the Deputy General Secretary.

Paper H/H1
The groups charged with examining this paper reported briefly and submitted written

comments to the Deputy General Secretary.
Mission Council addressed the Resolutions (paper H, p7)

Resolution (a):
Mission Council authorises the Secretaries for Communication & Editorial and

Racial Justice and Multicultural Ministry to draft an ethnic monitoring form to
be included in the United Reformed Church annual returns.



The Resolution was carried

Resolution (b):

Mission Council encourages all synods to support and enable the URC Minority
Ethnic Conferences which not only affirm the gifts black and minority ethnic
members bring to the life of the URC, but also help develop BME leadership for
the life of the church now and into the future.

The Resolution was carried with a number of abstentions.

Resolution (c):

Mission Council urges synods and Local Churches to promote the use of the
‘Multicultural Ministry Toolkit’ and ‘We Belong’ training pack to help local
church members and groups become cross-culturally aware and literate.

The Resolution was carried

Resolution (d):

Mission Council affirms the Training Committee in its commitment to
developing learning centres that are culturally sensitive and aware, and
encourages the committee to ensure that all lay training materials it is
responsible for developing are culturally sensitive and inclusive.

The Resolution was carried.
Resolution (¢) was withdrawn

Resolution (f) as amended:

Mission Council encourages synods and Local Churches to be culturally sensitive
during the process of seeking representation to synod meetings, Mission Council
and General Assembly, and to use the provision for alternate representatives and
the possibility of additional visitors as an opportunity to involve BME
participation.

The Resolution was carried

Resolution (g):

Mission Council encourages those in leadership at all levels of the Church’s life
to be intentional in promoting multicultural inclusiveness influencing and

inspiring people to make the needed changes.

The Resolution was carried.



Session Six

07/47 Global Warming/Climate Change (Paper D)
Melanie Frew presented an amended resolution which after discussion was finalised

as follows:
General Assembly

i) notes with approval the work already underway on climate change, and
reaffirms the need to build this into the whole life of the Local Church;

ii) recognises that all society, including the United Reformed Church, must
shrink its carbon footprint;

iii) calls upon the Church and Society Committee

(a) to determine how carbon emissions can best be monitored across the
church;

(b) to develop plans in consultation with the relevant agents of the church
to implement year on year cuts in carbon emissions using the expertise
of such groups as Eco-Congregations, Operation Noah, Creation
Challenge and the Joint Public Issues Team;

(¢) to roll this out across the church, and

(d) to report annually to the Trustees;

iv) calls upon Local Churches to strive to safeguard the integrity of creation, to
sustain and renew the life of the earth.

Mission Council agreed that the resolution in this form should be put before General
Assembly.

07/48 Post-Moratorium Task Group (Paper A10)
The Revd Malcolm Hanson reported.

1) This report could only provide a context in which to discuss; it could not
further the debate.

2) Most members might feel this was a positive way forward, but we needed to
acknowledge that it would not be easy even to make such a commitment as
outlined here. For many, this path might already concede too much or take
them in an unwelcome direction.

3) The Church was deeply divided on the issue, but united in faith in Christ.
How could we handle unity and diversity? The answer might lie in the nature
of the Church. This debate might not be primarily about sexuality, but was
about the nature of the Church, what we believed the Church to be. It was
about how we live together in unity and diversity. There was a powerful and
painful tension between our perceptions of unity and of truth.

4) The tension between having deadlines and not having deadlines. The group
did not believe there should be a deadline for final policy decisions, but
acknowledged that such decisions would have to be made.

In summary, the Church had to face the reality of the kind of Church we are and to
explore ways of living with diversity; So far we had been unable to find a unified



policy on Human Sexuality, and the group could see no way of finding one in the
future. This meant that it was important to address means of living with diversity.
We perhaps needed to let go of our need for deadlines or even a definite answer.
The report contained a number of questions for Mission Council’s consideration.

In Discussion:

e we need to be careful in use of terms such as ‘the sexuality issue’;

e some of the report (e.g. para 2.2) seems unduly negative;

e the report contains a clear representation of the different voices and opinions
within the Church;

Following discussion, clause 2.2 was amended to read : ‘Within the church, as people
have honoured the moratorium, opinions and attitudes are hard to assess. However,
the church has not taken the opportunity...’

Mission Council accepted the report, and agreed that it should be put before General
Assembly.

The Revd Peter Ball proposed that Resolution 4 be deleted, seconded by the Revd
Elizabeth Nash. Mission Council agreed.

The Revd Peter Brain proposed the insertion of the words ‘across the whole church’
after ‘to enable discussions’, seconded by the Revd Neil Thorogood. The Revd
Malcolm Hanson noted that the intention of the resolution was to provide leadership,
and that the discussion needs to happen initially in a small group. The amendment
fell.

Proposed to add word ‘generally after ‘discussions have not...” in Resolution 5.
It was agreed to return to the matter at a later point in the meeting.

07/49 Ministries Report, Housing of Non-Stipendiary Ministers (Paper J)
The Revd Peter Poulter presented the report and recommendations.

In discussion:

e the policy described might be a disincentive to churches to participate in synod

manse schemes;
e there might be pressure on synods to buy manses for non-stipendiary

ministers;
e if ‘house for duty’ became available to NSMs, should it not also be available

to local church leaders;
e clarification of the difference between manse provision and retired ministers’

housing;
e noted that this was permissive legislation with nothing mandatory about it;

Mission Council accepted the report and affirmed the recommendations.



07/50 Ministries Committee (Paper K)
The Revd Peter Poulter presented Resolution (M1). Mission C agreed that M1 should
be put before General Assembly

Revd P Poulter presented Resolution M2. Mission Council agreed that M2 should be
put before General Assembly.

Mr Poulter presented Resolution M3 and the proposed selection process for
candidates for ministry. Mission Council agreed that M3 and the proposed selection
process be put before General Assembly

07/51 Abolition of the Slave Trade Bicentenary 2007 (Paper L)
The Revd Andrew Prasad presented.

Session Seven

07/52 Human Sexuality (Paper A10) (07/48)
The Revd Malcolm Hanson presented the revised resolutions:

1.General Assembly welcomes and accepts Mission Council's guidance
concerning the ending of the moratorium on policy decisions on matters of
human sexuality.

2.General Assembly agrees to the wording of the Commitment on Human
Sexuality.

3. General Assembly adopts the Commitment on Human Sexuality on behalf of
the church.

4. General Assembly calls for further detailed discussions on aspects of human
sexuality to be initiated in the light of the Catch the Vision process, with
guidance from Mission Council and in the spirit of the Commitment.

5. Acknowledging the value of earlier work on human sexuality, and recognising
that there has been some confusion about the implications of the moratorium,
General Assembly regrets that the extent of “reflection, prayer and sharing” has
been limited over the past seven years and encourages the continuing use of that
earlier material.

6. General Assembly asks Mission Council to set up a task group to oversee the
process of addressing issues of human sexuality, particularly those set out in the
report, and to enable the process of widening discussions to involve the whole

church.

7.General Assembly urges members of councils and local churches not to press
for policy decisions on these matters during this process, but to join in
discussions that might help to increase understanding and unity.



Mission Council accepted the amended resolutions and agreed that the
resolutions should be put to General Assembly.

07/53 Joint Public Issues Team (Paper M)

Mr Simon Loveitt presented paper M. He outlined some of the strengths and
weaknesses of the Team Management Group and presented the resolution.

Mission Council accepted the report and carried the Resolution.

07/54 Staffing Advisory Group (Paper Al1)

Mrs Val Morrison moved adoption of resolution 2, Continuation of the post of
Secretary for Church and Society.

The Resolution was carried

Mrs Morrison moved adoption of resolution 1, appointment of an editor of the United
Reformed Church’s national journal/periodical.
The Resolution was carried

07/55 Assisted Dying (Paper N)

Mr Simon Loveitt presented the paper, noting the church’s enthusiasm for debating
the issue. It was intended to present the paper in booklet form for General Assembly,
and hoped to be able to make it available free of charge.

Mission Council discussed the issue in small informal groups, and in the plenary
session the following questions and comments were raised:

e has the Committee considered the matter of ‘care for the primary carer’?
in any group discussion at Assembly, people will be sharing personal, and
probably painful stories;

e concern that there may be a danger of closing down discussion if resolutions
are presented to Assembly;

e there is room for more about relating faith to practice;

e concern whether the resolutions could represent the view of the whole United
Reformed Church.

The Revd Peter Poulter moved the deletion of the words ‘to be an accurate expression
of the mind of the United Reformed Church’.
Seconded by Peter Brain

Mr Loveitt accepted the amendment, and responded to the questions raised.
The Chaplain led Mission Council in prayer.

07/56 Nominations Committee (Paper Q)

1. The Revd Malcolm Hanson presented the report of the nominations Committee and
moved the Resolution with, on the advice of the Clerk, insertion of the words
‘recommends to the Moderator that’. The Moderator thereafter announced that the
Tellers for the election of the Moderator would be Mr Peter Pay (Convener), Dr
Graham Campling and Dr Jim Merrilees.



It was noted that Simon Rowntree had withdrawn from nomination as Convener of
Assembly Arrangements Committee. It would be helpful for Nominations committee
to have some names.

On the recommendation of the Nominations Committee,

Mission Council acting on behalf of General Assembly agreed to the
appointment of the Revd Roy Lowes for a further period as Secretary for
Education and Learning from 1% August 2007 until 31% July 2012.

Session Eight

07/57 Catch the Vision (Paper O)

The General Secretary presented Paper O, ‘Outline Plan for Mission Policy and
Theology Department’, highlighting various models of networking. He noted the
concern of MCAG about elements of the paper.

In discussion:

concerns about the future of committees (e.g. Equal Ops)

3.3 - who will implement programmes?

concern about the strength and reliability of networks;

relationship between MPT and the synods; is there a danger of churches being

overburdened by material from both synods and MPT;

e how do we stand in the middle ground between secular and religious
fundamentalism; how do we address questions of our overall priorities?

e how might we act justly and inclusively as well as informally?

e should the Advisory Group on Faith and Order become a representative
group?

e it would be good to have a strong emphasis on worship;

e emphasis needed on collaborative prioritisation;

The General Secretary and the Revd Philip Woods responded.
Concern was expressed about the future composition and remit of Mission Council.

Mission Council agreed that the three resolutions be put before General
Assembly, with appropriate amendments

07/58 Staffing Advisory Group
Mrs Val Morrison moved adoption of a resolution approving the post of Mission
Secretary. Mission Council agreed.

07/59 Trustees Report (Papers P, P1, P2, P3)

The Treasurer, Mr Eric Chilton presented the papers, drawing attention to certain
details and noting that the Honorary Treasurer must be a nominated trustee as follows:

‘The Honorary Treasurer shall be appointed by Mission Council as the nominated
Trustee and he or she shall hold office for 4 years.” (P1, page 3)

Mr Chilton responded to a number of questions:



e the grouping of synods is a problem; we should ask Assembly to nominate
trustees and may be able to achieve our ends without being too prescriptive;
there is also the need to make the final document acceptable to the Charities
Commission;

e trustees have a duty to ensure that the church acts within the law;

e concern about synod groups, and suggestion that the paper should merely
refer to ‘synods’;

e it may be helpful if all trustees were members of General Assembly;

Mission Council agreed that the vote required for amendments pl, 5 be amended to
accord with the Church’s normal procedures for constitutional change.

The Revd Malcolm Hanson presented paper P3 and its resolution:

Mission Council authorises the Nominations Committee, in consultation with the
Board of Trustees, if possible to bring directly to General Assembly the names of
suitable people to fill the remaining vacancies on the list of Trustees.

The Resolution was carried
The two Resolutions on P3i were put:

Mission Council agrees to forward, for appointment by General Assembly, the
list of those nominated to serve as Trustees of the United Reformed Church from

Assembly 2007 for the appropriate terms.

The Resolution was carried

Mission Council agrees to the co-option of the Revd Michael Davies as a Trustee
until Assembly 2010.

The Resolution was carried

Session Nine

07/60 London Synod (07/31)
The Deputy General Secretary presented a revised resolution, proposed by the Revd

Nigel Uden, seconded by the Revd Roberta Rominger:

Mission Council, noting the majority view of the London Synod Commission that
the creation of a London Synod would be “visionary and timely” and the
consequences and costs of change “acceptable”, in preparation for future
proposals to General Assembly asks the London Synod Commission or such
other group as MCAG shall appoint

a) to facilitate and consider reports on (amongst other things)

o the mission justification
o synod boundaries, in consultation with the synods affected

o the division of resources



o financial and staffing implications
o synod offices
o Trusts

b) to consult with Thames North and Southern Synods

i) by co-opting two representatives of each synod to the Commission or group
ii) by bringing initial proposals to their Spring meetings in 2009, and firm
proposals in Autumn 2009

c) to bring these firm proposals to Mission Council in March 2010 and, if
accepted, to General Assembly 2010 so that, if approved, a London Synod be
fully operative, with all structural arrangements in place with effect from
General Assembly in 2012

d) in the meantime to bring regular progress reports to the Thames North
Synod Executive Committee, the Southern Synod Mission and Strategy Group,
and Mission Council.

Discussion:

o there seemed to be insufficient motivation within the paper, and insufficient
interest within the Thames North and Southern synods for the process to
continue in its present form; the options were to halt the process or continue in
a different way. The present proposal offered a means of continuing the
process.

e suggested that the Black and Minority Ethnic voice was not being heard;

The Resolution was carried
07/61 The Nature of the Church’s Ecumenical Engagement (Paper R)
The Revd Richard Mortimer presented the paper.

e some debate on the definition of ‘space’;

Mission Council agreed that Paper A7 be made available as a resource for future
discussion.

07/62 London Synod (07/60; 07/31)
In the light of Mission Council’s decision on the London Synod (07/60), the earlier
resolution asking Thames North to meet (above 07/31) was withdrawn.

07/63 Nominations

The Clerk and Deputy General Secretary reported that the following nominations had
been received for members of MCAG:

Committee Convener: Mr Simon Loveitt

Mission Council Members: Revd David Grosch-Miller
Revd Rachel Poolman
Revd Peter Colwell



Membership of Church House Management Group:
Mr Graham Morris

Mission Council agreed

07/64 Section O (Papers A9, A9i, A9ii)
The Clerk presented, notifying Mission Council of minor amendments to the papers

A9i, page 5 para 2, add full stop after commissioning and delete the rest of the
sentence.

A91 page B.3.1 add ‘and the Deputy General Secretary’
Mission Council approved the amendments.

07/65 Listed Buildings (Paper ADD)
Mr William McVey presented

e the Group’s view was sought on the increased powers granted to English
Heritage; no-one present was qualified to respond, but an answer would be
sought and appended to the minutes.

07/66 District Closure Resolution

The latest legal advice being that Districts must remain, it was recommended that
Districts put themselves into temporary suspension until General Assembly has
progressed the matter to a conclusion, using the following wording:

District Council resolves that from (Date Month Year), all district

powers and responsibilities be devolved to the ................. Synod or to its
committees and that the Synod meeting or duly authorised committees thereof will,
until further determination of General Assembly, actas ............... District Council.

07/67 Assembly Arrangements (Paper S)

Mr William McVey outlined plans for General Assembly 2007, and thanked Mission
Council for the guidance offered at the present meeting. At the moment there are
about 40 resolutions (11 attached to section O); it might be possible to deal with more
than one resolution at a time, particularly for resolutions which were unlikely to
require lengthy or detailed discussion, and always with the safeguard that a single
resolution could still be debated.

Mr McVey responded to a number of questions.

07/68 Thanks

The Moderator thanked those members of Mission Council who were attending for
the final time in their present capacities:
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The Revd Dr David Peel; Mr Eric Chilton; The Revd John Humphreys (in his
capacity as Convener of the Training Committee); The Revd Andrew Prasad; The
Revd Peter Brain; The Revd Richard Pope; Mrs Wilma Prentice

The Moderator thanked Martin Hazell, Ken Forbes, Morag McLintock, Nigel Uden,
James Breslin, David Cornick and Ray Adams.

The General Secretary thanked the Moderator for her leadership over the past year,
and the Revd Neil Thorogood for his worship and pastoral skills.

The meeting closed with worship led by the Chaplain.
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,‘ \ Church Deputy General Secretary: The Revd Raymond Adams
To:  Members of Mission Council 13" March 2007

and staff in attendance

THIS LETTER CONTAINS SOME IMPORTANT INFORMATION. PLEASE READ IT ALL
FIRST BEFORE LOOKING AT THE ENCLOSED PAPERS

Mission Council: Friday 23rd - Sunday 25th March 2007
High Leigh Conference Centre
Lord Street, Hoddesdon, Herts EN11 8SG
Telephone 01992 463016 : Fax 01992 446594

BUSCuU-ua(uP—:

This second mailing of Mission Council papers reflects a wide range of issues in which many
people have been involved in preparation for General Assembly. It also reflects a great deal of
careful and thoughtful work which Mission Council is asked (in its various roles) to note, to
authorise or to advise upon.

Although the quantity of paper looks daunting, | want to assure you that not all the papers are
long, and not all require detailed discussion.

Guidance for those who are pressed for time:

i) May | suggest that you look first at the end of each paper to see if there is a resolution to be
considered, and whether it is a resolution for Mission Council or for General Assembly.

ii) The ‘A’- designated papers refer to Advisory Groups which are required to make annual
reports to Mission Council. These can only report to Assembly through Mission Council, and
therefore most of them are for information. Some have proposals which the Council will have
to decide upon. Paper A9 and its offspring (Section O) will be considered by an ad hoc group
of volunteers appointed at the meeting to consider the detail during the weekend, and to report
back. It is not necessary therefore for you to wade through all the appendices unless that is
the kind of thing you enjoy doing. The Listed Buildings resolutions in Paper ADD should
probably be given the same treatment.

iii) The papers which will require Mission Council resolutions include
ADD, A1, A2, A7, A8, A9, A10, A11,C,D, E,E1,F,M,0,P,P3,Q, S

iv) Some of the papers with resolutions come from Assembly committees. These require
Mission Council’s scrutiny and advice, but do not require us to agree final resolutions. The
committee listens to our advice but has authority to decide its own final report and resolutions
for General Assembly.

This will apply to Papers G, H, J, K, N, R, (S).



Naturally, it would be extremely helpful if you could read as many of the papers as possible.
The agenda shows the status of each paper, and what we shall be asked to do with it (e.g.
whether it is for information, discussion, or resolution).

v) Because of a necessarily tight timetable, Groups will have to look at the detail of some
reports on behalf of the whole Council (See Session 4 - Saturday morning). You might like
therefore to check which group you are in, and read the report for which your Group will be
responsible, before looking at the other reports.

Groups A B C will concentrate on Paper F — Ecclesiology of the United Reformed Church
Groups D E F will consider Paper G — Covenant Membership and Mission

Groups G and H will consider Paper H — Audit of ethnic minorities in the Church

vi) You should find the following papers enclosed with this letter, unless otherwise indicated:

The Agenda

List of Groups, indicating leaders and reporters

A1 Mission Council and Assembly (Paper issued at the January Mission Council — but sent
out with first mailing to those who were not there)

A2 Mission Council Task Groups — vacancies (sent out with first mailing)

A3 Grants and Loans Group Report (sent out with first mailing)

A4 Listed Buildings Advisory Group Report (sent out with first mailing)

A5 Inter-synod Resource Sharing

AB Ethical Investment Advisory Group

A7 London Synod Task Group Report

AB Consensus Voting Task Group

A9 Section O Advisory Group (Ministerial Discipline)

A9i Section O: Resolutions for Assembly

A%ii  Section O: Appendix - Text related to Resolution C

AQiii  Section O: Appendix — Text related to Resolution E

A10  Moratorium on Human Sexuality Task Group

A11  Staffing Advisory Group (to be tabled at Mission Council)
ADD Additional Business

Mission Council Advisory Group Report

Report of the ‘Catch the Vision’ Task Group

Children’s Work Development (Youth and Children’s Work Commiittee)

U o0 w >

Climate Change (A joint report and proposals from Church and Society,
Commitment for Life and Ecumenical)

m

Remit of the Finance Committee
E1 URC Retired Ministers’ Pension Fund Board Membership
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The Ecclesiology of the United Reformed Church (Doctrine, Prayer and Worship)
Life and Witness Committee’s report ‘Covenant Membership and Mission’

Ethnic minority audit (Racial Justice and Multicultural Ministry)

Housing of ministers in non-stipendiary service

Ministries Committee Resolutions (for General Assembly)

Anniversary of the Abolition of the Slave Trade Act

Joint Public Issues Team

Assisted Dying (Church and Society)

Catch the Vision -2 : Restructuring Proposals about a Mission policy and Theology
Department

Governance: Introduction

Governing Document

Relationship between Church and Trustees

Appointment of Trustees

Nominations Committee

The Nature of the United Reformed Church’s Ecumenical Engagement

Assembly Arrangements

vii General Information

a) Please remember to bring with you

O O 0 O

All the agenda papers (both in this pack and sent in the first mailing)
Minutes of the October 2006 and January 2007 meetings

A Bible.

A copy of ‘Rejoice and Sing’

b) Accommodation will be in single occupancy rooms at the High Leigh Conference Centre.
All rooms have en-suite facilities, with soap and towels provided.

| look forward to seeing you at High Leigh, Hoddesdon, Herts (just off the A10).

With good wishes

Yours sincerely

., Gdom

The Revd Ray Adams
Deputy General Secretary
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Church Deputy General Secretary: The Revd Raymond Adams
To:  Members of Mission Council 19™ February 2007

and staff in attendance

Deos Colleayue,

Mission Council: Friday 23rd - Sunday 25th March 2007
High Leigh Conference Centre
Lord Street, Hoddesdon, Herts EN11 8SG
Telephone 01992 463016 : Fax 01992 446594

This letter is to remind you that the March Mission Council is in sight and T make my usual
request that you respond as soon as possible with details of your requirements for
accommodation and meals.

After the January Council which provided an interesting and diverse agenda, the March
Mission Council gives the opportunity to its advisory groups and Assembly committees to
shape the resolutions and reports they may wish to bring to General Assembly.

Mission Council will begin at 4 p.m. It will be possible to check in from 2.30p.m., although
rooms might not be available until 3.30 p.m. when tea will be served. We shall finish our
meeting at lunchtime on Sunday.

There are enclosed four (or five*) agenda papers:

Paper A1* (yellow) - is enclosed only for those who were not present at January Mission
Council. Other members received it there, and are asked to bring it to the March Council

meeting.

Paper A2 - gives notice of elections to Mission Council advisory groups
Paper A3 - the report of the Grants and Loans Group

Paper A4 - the report of the Listed Build‘ings Advisory Group

Paper A5 - the report of the Resource Sharing Task Group

Other papers are about practical arrangements:
o directions for getting to High Leigh
o alist of members (to help people think about sharing transport)
o an expense slip (to be completed and handed in at the meeting)

o a form giving your accommodation and meal requirements, and certain other
information.



There will be a further mailing of papers in about two weeks' time.

Please ELITHER return this form as quickly as possible, and by Monday 5™ March,

OR email your requirements to krystyna.pullen@urc.org.uk.
OR telephone 020 7916 8646
OR fax to 020 7916 2021

If you have any questions about the meeting, accommodation or the agenda, please don't
hesitate to contact my office. I look forward to seeing you at High Leigh.

With good wishes

Yours sincerely

(2, Gooms

The Revd Raymond Adams
Deputy General Secretary
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MISSION COUNCIL
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MEMBERS & REPRESENTATIVES

The Moderator

General Secretary
Deputy General Secretary
Clerk

Assembly Standing Committees

Doctrine Prayer & Worship
Life & Witness

“hurch & Society

Youth & Children's Work
Ecumenical

Ministries

Training

Finance

Communications & Editorial
Nominations

Assembly Arrangements
Equal Opportunities
Inter-Faith Relations
Racial Justice

Revd Elizabeth Caswell Past Moderator Revd Dr David Peel

Revd Dr David Cornick Moderator Elect Revd Prof Stephen Orchard
Revd Ray Adams Treasurer Mr Eric Chilton

Revd James Breslin Legal Adviser Mrs Janet Knott

Fury Council

Revd Dr Susan Durber
Revd Peter Ball

Mr Simon Loveitt
Revd Neil Thorogood
Revd Elizabeth Nash
Revd Peter Poulter
Revd John Humphreys
Mr Eric Chilton

Revd Kirsty Thorpe
Revd Malcolm Hanson
Mr William McVey

Ms Morag McLintock
Revd Peter Colwell
Revd Andrew Prasad

Mr Andrew Littlejohns (Moderator)
Miss Sara Paton

13 synod Moderators, plus 3 representatives from each synod

1N Revd Rowena Francis
2 N.W Revd Peter Brain

3 Mer Revd Howard Sharp
4 York Revd Arnold Harrison
5 E.M Revd Terry Oakley

6 W.M Revd Elizabeth Welch

7 E Revd Elizabeth Caswell
8 S.\W Revd David Grosch-Miller

9 Wex Revd Adrian Bulley

10 Th.N Revd Roberta Rominger

11 S Revd Nigel Uden
12 Wal Revd Peter Noble

13 Scot Revd John Humphreys

In attendance

Minute Secretary

Revd Ken Forbes

Miss Elaine Colechin, Revd John Durell, Mr Michael Louis

Miss Kathleen Cross, Revd Rachel Poolman, Revd Alan Wickens
Revd Jenny Morgan, Mrs Wilma Prentice, Mr Donald Swift

Mr Roderick Garthwaite, Revd Pauline Loosemore, Mrs Val Morrison
Revd Jane Campbell, Mrs Margaret Gateley, Mrs Irene Wren

Mrs Melanie Frew, Revd Anthony Howells, Mr Bill Robson (Dr Tony Jeans - alt)
Mr Mick Barnes, Mrs Joan Turner, Revd Cecil White

Mrs Janet Gray, Revd Roz Harrison, Revd Stephen Newell

Mrs Glenis Massey, Mr Peter Pay, Revd Ruth Whitehead

Mr David Eldridge, Revd John Macaulay, Revd David Varcoe

Dr Graham Campling, Mrs Maureen Lawrence, Mr Nigel Macdonald
Revd Stuart Jackson, Mrs Barbara Shapland, Mrs Liz Tadd

Miss Irene Hudson, Revd Alan Paterson, Mr Patrick Smyth

Church Related Community Mrs Suzanne Adofo/
Work Mr Stephen Summers

Moderator's Chaplain Revd Neil Thorogood Grants & Loans Convener  Dr Brian Woodhall

Ministries Revd Christine Craven Rural Consultant Revd Graham Jones

Training Revd Roy Lowes Racial Justice Mrs Katalina Tahaafe-Williams
Youth Work Mr John Brown HR & Facilities Manager Ms Michelle Marcano
Children’s Work Dev't Officer Miss Jo Williams Windermere Centre Mr Lawrence Moore

Pilots Development Officer Mrs Karen Bulley Communications Revd Martin Hazell

Church & Society Mr Stuart Dew Reform

Ecumenical Relations Revd Richard Mortimer | Life & Witness

International Church Rel’s

Revd Philip Woods
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MISSION COUNCIL: 23 -25 MARCH 2007
GROUPS

The first named person is asked to act as group leader and the second named person in each group as reporter

A B
Elizabeth Nash Leader Wilma Prentice Leader
Peter Brain Reporter _John Brown Reporter
Ray Adams Adrian Bulley
Mick Barnes Rowena Francis
John Macaulay Maureen Lawrence
Patrick Smyth Simon Loveitt
Katalina Tahaafe Williams Alan Paterson
Kirsty Thorpe Sara Paton
Neil Thorogood Brian Woodhall
Elizabeth Welch Philip Woods
C D
Morag McLintock David Grosch-Miller
David Peel Glenis Massey
Jane Campbell Karen Bulley
Eric Chilton Peter Colwell
Ros Harrison Stuart Dew
Martin Hazell Margaret Gateley

Michael Louis
Andrew Prasad

Nigel Macdonald
Richard Mortimer

Liz Tadd Peter Noble

Nigel Uden Stephen Orchard
E F

Howard Sharp Graham Campling

Val Morrison Roberta Rominger

Lucy Brierley Christine Craven

Elizabeth Caswell
John Humphreys
Lawrence Moore

Janet Gray
Arnold Harrison
Graham Jones

Peter Poulter Janet Knott

Bill Robson Jennifer Morgan
Joan Turner Peter Pay

Alan Wickens

G

David Eldridge

H

Susan Durber

Ruth Whitehead John Durell
Suzanne Adofo James Breslin
Peter Ball Roderick Garthwaite
Kathleen Cross Irene Hudson
Melanie Frew Stuart Jackson
Roy Lowes William McVey
Terry Oakley Rachel Poolman
Barbara Shapland Jo Williams

Irene Wren

David Varcoe
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The General Assembly has agreed that every agenda should be headed with the
question, what are the ecumenical implications of this agenda?

A code has been used where possible to indicate which agenda items are being presented for
information (I); discussion (D); or resolution (R)

FRIDAY
2.30p.m. onwards  Check in
3.30p.m. Tea
4.00p.m. Session 1
Opening Worship and bible study
Welcome and apologies
Minutes of 27" January Mission Council
Matters Arising
Introduction to the Agenda
MCAG Report PAPER A (I)
Notification of nominations of those to serve on
Mission Council task and advisory groups PAPER A2 (T)
Advisory Group Reports (o be included in Mission Council’s
Report to Assembly)
Grants and Loans Group PAPER A3 (I)
Listed Buildings Advisory Group PAPER A4 (I)
Listed Buildings Advisory Group Resolution
PAPER ADD
(Group - pending R)
Inter-synod resource sharing PAPER A5 (T)
Ethical Investment Advisory Group PAPER A6 (T)
London Synod PAPER A7 (R)
Consensus Voting PAPER A8 (R)
Section O Advisory PAPER A9 (R&T)
PAPERS A9i,A9ii,A9iii
(Group - pending R)
Assembly Arrangements Committee - 1 PAPER S
(T pending R)
Notices
7.00p.m. Dinner
8.00p.m. Session 2
Mission Council and General Assembly PAPER A1 (R)

Catch the Vision - 1 PAPER B (D)



9.15p.m.
SATURDAY
8.30a.m.

9.15a.m.

10.30a.m.

11.00a.m.

11.45a.m.
1.00p.m.

2.30 p.m.

3.30p.m.

4. 00p.m.

7.00p.m.

8.00p.m.

Evening Prayers

Breakfast

Session 3
Morning Worship and Bible Study
Report of Youth and Children's Work Committee PAPER C (R)

Proposals on Climate Change PAPER D (R)

Pension Fund Board Membership PAPER E1 (R)

Coffee

Session 4

Ecclesiology of the United Reformed Church =~ PAPER F  (Introduction)
Covenant Membership and Mission PAPER G (Introduction)
Audit of Ethnic Minorities in the Church PAPER H (Introduction)
Groups (D)

Lunch

Session 5

Plenary discussion and resolutions (D&R)

Tea

Session 6

Treasurer's Report PAPER E (T &R)

Charity Registration and local churches PAPER ADD (I)

Task Group on Human Sexuality Moratorium PAPER A10 (R)
Ministries Report:

a) Housing of NSMs (Assembly Resolution 2) PAPER J (D)
b) Assembly Resolutions on removal of age limit for transfer between
non-stipendiary and stipendiary service. PAPER K (D)

c) Resolution on the extension of stipendiary service to 65 and 6months.
d) Resolution on the Assessment procedure post July 2007.

Report on Commemoration of Abolition of Slave

Trade Act Bicentenary 2007 PAPER L (I)
Dinner

Session 7

Staffing Advisory Group PAPER A1l (R)
Joint Public Issues Team PAPER M (R)

Church and Society's Report on Assisted Dying PAPER N (D)
2



9.00p.m. Evening Prayers

SUNDAY (British Summer Time begins: clocks and watches should be put forward
one hour)
7.45 a.m. Service of Holy Communion
8.30a.m. Breakfast
9.15 a.m. Session 8
Catch the Vision: Mission Department proposals PAPER O (R)
Trustees Report:
a) Governance PAPERP (R)
b) Governing Document PAPER P1 (I)
c) Relationship of Church to Trustees PAPER P2 (T)

Nominations Report: appointment of Trustees PAPER P3 (R)
Appointment of Tellers PAPER Q (R)

10.30a.m. Coffee

11.00a.m. Session 9
Nature of the Church's Ecumenical Engagement PAPERR (R)
Mission Council task and advisory groups PAPER A2 (R)

Section O Advisory (Report of ad hoc group and decision)
PAPER A9i-iii; (R)
Listed Buildings Resolutions (Report of ad hoc group and decision)

PAPER ADD (R)
Assembly Arrangements -2 PAPER S (R)
Thanks
12.30p.m. Closing Worship
1.00p.m. Lunch
Depart
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IN Church

ANNOTATED AGENDA FOR MODERATOR AND SUPPORTERS

A code has been used where possible to indicate which agenda items are being presented for
information (I); discussion (D); or resolution (R)
Suggested timings in red

FRIDAY
2.30p.m. onwards  Check in
3.30p.m. Tea
4.00p.m. Session 1
Opening Worship and bible study Chaplain/Moderator
4.45p.m. Welcome and apologies

The Moderator should welcome:

Mrs Margaret Marshall (deputising and representing West Midlands)

Mr James Wickens (deputising and representing FURY)

Mr Graham Morris (deputising and representing Mersey)

Revd Lucy Brierley (Chaplain to the Moderator-elect)

Revd Bill Mahood (Convener of the Task Group on the London Synod) - present for this session

The DepGenSec will read out the list of apologies:
The Revd Dr David Peel (Past Moderator); The Revds Anthony Howells (West Midlands); Pauline
Loosemore (Yorkshire), Stephen Newell (South Western); Cecil White (Eastern);Alan Wickens
(North Western): Miss Elaine Colechin (Northern); Messrs Andrew Littlejohns (FURY
Moderator) The Revd Kirsty Thorpe (Convener of Communications and Editorial ); Donald Swift
(Mersey); Ms Michelle Marcano; Messrs Lawrence Moore and Mr Steve Summers (staff). (The
Revd Roy Lowes present on Sunday).

Minutes of 27™ January Mission Council

Matters Arising:
Resolution 40 Task Group: The following have agreed to serve: Mrs Rosemary Johnston (Convener); Mrs
Barbara Shapland; Ms Sara Paton ( FURY); The Revds Lesley Charlton, Lance Stone and Russell Furley
Smith fov ‘,‘GSV g
Review of Gen Sec: The Revd John Humphreys has replaced Elizabeth Welchgon the group; FURY
Moderator - Andy Littlejohns - has been invited to serve or send an olfernafe‘.\Firs’r meeting was held
earlier today: anything else to report?

Introduction to the Agenda DepGenSec
e  Additional paper(s)
All (SAG),
A8i - corrections to Paper A8
H1 (Addendum to Paper H - RT&MM Audit);



P3i: Second part of Nominations of Trustees Paper (daughter of P3); ASS Paper from the Clerk on
Changes in Structure to simplify governance of United Reformed Church. ( this item to be taken
during this evening's session)
Questions to Groups - white paper - for tomorrow morning's discussions

e Letter with second mailing of papers attempted to show which papers were for decision, etc. may
not be 100% accurate but broadly correct.

e  Have sought to use time to best advantage - will require Groups to scrutinise reports on behalf of

everyone.
e There is enough time on the agenda if we are disciplined with the business. There is still flexibility
in timetable if we need it.

4.55: MCAG Report PAPER A (I) DepGenSec
Notification of nominations of those to serve on
Mission Council task and advisory groups
PAPER A2 (TI) DepGenSec
i) Omission in this paper: Andrew Prasad completes his term of service as
Convener of RT&MM Committee, therefore there is an additional
vacancy for a convener on MCAG.
ii) A nomination already received to fill the vacancy on CHMEG:
Graham Morris (Mersey) (proposed: Donald Swift seconded: Howard
Sharp). Other nominations may be received during this meeting.
Nominations should be in the hands of the Clerk by close of business on
Saturday evening.

Advisory Group Reports (7o be included in Mission Council's Report to

Assembly)
Grants and Loans Group: PAPER A3 (I) Brian Woodhall
5.05 Listed Buildings Advisory Group = PAPER A4 (I) DepGenSec
Listed Buildings Advisory Group Resolution
PAPER ADD DepGenSec
(Group - pending R)
Inter-synod resource sharing PAPER A5 (I) DepGenSec
Ethical Investment A.G. PAPER A6 (I) DepGenSec/
Stuart Dew
5.10 London Synod PAPER A7 (R) Bill Mahood

(Depending how this goes, we could come back to it if people are unable to make a decision
during the first session. It would mean recasting the agenda during the meeting, but this is

possible.)
5.50 Consensus Voting PAPER A8 (R) Elizabeth Nash
5.55 Section O Advisory PAPER A9 (R&I) DepGenSec/Clerk
PAPERS A9i,A9ii,A9iii (Group - pending R)

6.00 Assembly Arrangements -1 PAPER S (I pending R) William McVey
(This session could take additionally - if time -

e Treasurer's Report - Paper E Treasurer

¢ Pension Fund Board Membership - E1 Treasurer

e Mission Council and Assembly - Paper Al- Introduction - resume after dinner

(Clerk)
Any Notices DepGenSec

1. Make sure attendance register has been signed, and expenses given in.
2. Any other essential notices

2



(Aim to end first session no later than 6.30 p.m.)

7.00p.m. Dinner
8.00p.m. Session 2

Mission Council and General Assembly PAPER A1 (R)  Clerk

Paper ASS - Changes to structure Clerk
8.30 p.m. - latest  Catch the Vision - 1 PAPERB (D) GenSec
9.15p.m. Evening Prayers Chaplain
SATURDAY
8.30a.m. Breakfast
9.15a.m. Session 3

Morning Worship and Bible Study Chaplain/Moderator
09.35 . Youth and Children's Work Cttee PAPER C (R) eil Thorogood
10.00 Proposals on Climate Change SA&PA b (R) Jg\\e%ie Frew

(Convener of Commitment for Life)
10.25 Pension Fund Board Membership PAPER E1 (R)  Treasurer
(If time, it may be possible to take “Charity Registration and local churches" PAPER ADD (I - Andrew
Grimwade: it depends how much discussion it generates)

Notices DepGenSec
10.30a.m. Coffee
11.00a.m. Session 4

The Moderator explains that we shall hear the presentation of three papers by the conveners
of the three committees which have produced them.

o There will be the opportunity to ask questions for clarification. Then Mission Council will
go into groups, discussing the papers already allocated to them (see letter with second
mailing).

A paper with Questions to be considered by the Groups has been tabled .
If Groups wish to discuss any of the other two papers they may do so.
Notes should be given to the DepGenSec during the lunch hour, so that the main points
can be collated before the afternoon session when papers will be discussed in plenary
and decisions made.
a) Paper F - is the fruit of an extended piece of work going back to 2005. Mission Council
asked the Doctrine Prayer and Worship Committee to produce a paper on Ecclesiology. It isa
report to Mission Council, which it is now time to decide whether formally to commend to
General Assembly. (Note for clerk: needs a resolution).
b) Paper G is a report of the Life and Witness Committee to Assembly and therefore Mission
Council is asked to comment on its content and resolutions: to say whether the report is ready
to be presented to Assembly in its present form (and observations and comments) for the L&W
committee to consider.
c) Paper H :
(Background for Moderator: The 2005 Assembly authorised the RT&MM Committee




"to conduct an audit of church structures, policies, procedures and practices for the presence of
barriers to full participation of minority ethnic people, and to report with recommendations to Mission
Council no later than October 2006 Additionally it instructed " the Secretaries for Training, Ministries
and RI&EMM to evaluate the accessibility to minority ethnic people to the systems of candidacy and
training for Ministers, CRCWs, lay preachers and lay leaders, and to report recommendations to MC no
later than March 2006". The March 2006 MC agreed that the two resolutions be taken together in the
audit process. The Committee brought an interim report to October 2006 MC), and now asks Mission
Council to agree seven resolutions (Para 7.2) (These -if agreed- will [presumably] be included in the
Mission Council Report to the 2007 General Assembly).

11.05 Ecclesiology of the URC PAPER F (Introduction)
Susan Durber

11.20 Covenant Membership and Mission PAPER & (Introduction)
Peter Ball

11.30 Audit of Ethnic Minorities in the Church PAPER H (Introduction)

- see also PAPER H1 (tabled) Addendum
Moderator may wish o mention Mr Delbert Sandiford (Executive Officer for Minority Ethnic
Anglican Concerns in Diocese of Southwark) who has convened the audit on behalf of the
RIJ&MM committee - but is unable to be present Andrew Prasad

DepGenSec to give directions to rooms where Groups will meet:
Alterations to Groups: 6roup C: need to appoint a reporter (replace David Peel)
Group F: Add Graham Morris

11.45a.m. Groups
100p.m. Lunch
2.30 p.m. Session b

Plenary discussion and resolutions
It is quite possible that we will not have dealt with all the issues and resolutions in one hour (so
I hope we can take some of Session 6's agenda items™ earlier in Mission Council)

3.30p.m. Tea
4. 00p.m. Session 6

(If the asterisked items below™ are taken earlier in Mission Council, it would allow another 30 -
40 minutes of overspill from the previous session)

ken DY —~ C*Treasurer"s Report PAPER E (I &R) Treasurer
. @™ 7 *Charity Registration and local churches
LQ\(wabz C«\"OAQQ> PAPER ADD (I) (Andrew Grimwade)

(This has to be taken on Saturday - Andrew Grimwade is only here for the
day )

4.30 Task Group on Human Sexuality Moratorium

PAPER A10 (R) Malcolm Hanson

5.30 (can be later) Ministries Report Peter Poulter

a) Housing of NSMs (Assembly Resolution 2) PAPER J (D)

b) Assembly Resolutions on removal of age limit for transfer between
4



non-stipendiary and stipendiary service. PAPER K (D)
c) Resolution on the extension of stipendiary service to 65 and émonths.
d) Resolution on the Assessment procedure post July 2007.

5.50 p.m. Report on Commemoration of Abolition of
Slave Trade Act Bicentenary 2007 PAPERL (I)
Andrew Prasad

Notices: - include
e Nominations for Advisory Groups ( PAPER A2) to be with the Clerk

by the end of this evening's session
e Quiz organised by Morag McLintock after the end of this evening's
session (9.45 p.m.)
(Aim to finish by about 6.15 p.m. - fo give people a break)

7.00p.m. Dinner
8.00p.m. Session 7
Staffing Advisory Group  PAPER All (R) Val Morrison
8.15 p.m. Joint Public Issues Team PAPER M (R) Simon Loveitt
8.25 p.m. Church and Society's Report on Assisted Dying
\/\"\\Jw\ SQJ;L - z,\ s PAPER N (D) Simon Loveitt

After Simon's presentation there is time for a reflective discussion in buzz groups and then
together on the report - followed by any comments for the committee in bringing this report to
General Assembly.

9.00p.m. Evening Prayers
Notices (DepGenSec): The Moderator may decide that these are best taken after evening

prayers, depending on the nature of the discussion before. There will be things to be said about
tomorrow morning's arrangements, timings, etc.

SUNDAY (British Summer Time begins: clocks and watches should be put forward
one hour)

7.45 a.m. Service of Holy Communion Chaplain/Moderator

8.30a.m. Breakfast

9.15 am. Session 8

Catch the Vision: Mission Department proposals PAPER O (R) GenSec

There are also MCAG's recommendations to be considered (PAPER A)

10.00 Trustees Report: Treasurer
a) Governance PAPERP (R)
b) Governing Document PAPER P1 (I)
c) Relationship of Church to Trustees
PAPER P2 (I)

10.15 Nominations Report: Malcolm Hanson
Appointment of Trustees PAPER P3 (R)

Elechion 5



See also PAPER P3i (tabled) - report part 2
( oo Appointment of Tellers PAPER Q (R)

Sax Pu\)
10.30a.m. Coffee
‘ Cl‘}---(“ & 5.\3".‘"{‘.‘
11.00a.m. Session 9

Nature of the Church's Ecumenical Engagement  E Liz IMasls aslis
Clerhz's hasiuess ( ) PAPERR (R) Susandusber
Mission Council task and advisory groups "'
PAPER A2 (R) DepGenSec
Section O Advisory (Report of ad hoc group and decision)
Clerk

11.30

.

A D e e
e el e

PAPER A9i-iii; (R)
Listed Buildings Resolutions (Report of ad hoc group and decision)
PAPER ADD (R) Clerk

Assembly Arrangements -2 PAPER S (R) William McVey

Thanks
The Moderator may wish to thank those attending Mission Council for the last time in their
present capacity:

e (in his absence) David Peel - last MC as immediate past-Moderator

e Eric Chilton - last MC as Treasurer

e Peter Brain - retiring as Moderator of North Western synod

e John Humphreys - last MC as convener of Training Committee (will continue as synod

moderator)
e Andrew Prasad - comes to end of service as RT&MM convener at 2007 Assembly.

Others completing their service on Mission Council (that we are aware of):
e Richard Pope (South Western synod) moved to a new pastorate (in January) in the West
Midlands synod
e Mrs Wilma Prentice (Mersey)

Ask if there are any others. Ne«\[ Mee[-;_e Rl § ,DQt*

The GenSec should thank Chaplain and Moderator
12.30p.m. Closing Worship Chaplain

1.00p.m. Lunch
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Mission Council Advisory Group

1. Editor of the Church's main journal/periodical.

The Staffing Advisory Group, in seeking to meet the deadline for placing an
advertisement for this post in Reform, asked MCAG to approve the post on behalf
of Mission Council. MCAG acted accordingly. It is intended that this will no longer
be an Assembly-appointed post, but the post holder will be responsible to the
Director of Communications.

2. Proposals on ‘Mission Policy and Theology' (Paper O)

MCAG considered the paper which is to be presented to Mission Council as part
of the Catch the Vision report. While broadly welcoming the paper, MCAG is
concerned about the proposed roles of Mission Council, and of the General
Secretary.

i) Paragraphs 4 and 5: The consequence of Mission Council taking on
direct responsibility for the agenda of the MPT Department while at
the same time acquiring more delegated responsibility from a biennial
meeting of General Assembly may overburden Mission Council and
make it less able to give thought to broader policy and priority-making
on behalf of the Church.

i) MCAG felt some unease about the feasibility of the MPT (Mission)
department working effectively without a committee. It was
important for staff to have an intermediate body to whom they are
accountable (apart from the General Secretary as their line manager),
and who would set priorities for their joint work. The infrequent
meetings of Mission Council could not give sufficient detailed
attention to (what is at present) the combined agendas of five
Assembly committees.

MCAG therefore makes the following suggestions, for consideration during the
Catch the Vision report on this matter:

a) that a single representative Mission Committee should be appointed to

o execute the policy and priorities set by Mission Council
gather intelligence from synods and local churches about their mission
concerns and opportunities
oversee the work of the department;

o provide a point of accountability for staff



b) that the General Secretary should be a member of the team but there should
be a separate team leader to co-ordinate the work of the department.

c) that the team leader’s role should be performed initially by members of the
existing team in rotation, for such length of time as decided by the Mission
Committee.

d) that the Nominations Committee should appoint a convener and a committee
(asking each synod to provide a list of names so that a balanced and
representative committee could be appointed).

3. Sexual Ethics Steering Group

The Sexual Ethics Steering Group (SESG) continues to oversee the
implementation of recommendations passed by Mission Council in January 2006.
Work accomplished thus far:

e The group has briefed the Training Committee, the Ministries
Committee and the Moderators regarding work to be done within
their areas. Each committee/group has responded positively and
begun to identify and prioritise its work. As those bodies complete
their work, further resolutions will be brought to Mission Council
through SESG.

e A Pastoral Response Task Group has been formed and has begun its
work. It+s members are: Revd. David Trafford, Dr. Sharn Waldron,
and Revd. Rowena Francis. They are coordinating their work with the
Safe Church (Res. 6) work on a URC policy regarding sexual
harassment and abuse. SESG anticipates bringing a proposed Pastoral
Response Team system to Mission Council in October 2007.

o SESG continues to work with the Safe Church all Synods group that is
implementing Time for Action, and will do so until restructuring is
complete and the work may be taken into a Department of the
Ministries of the Church.

e SESG will seek ways to assure long-term oversight of this work,
possibly through periodic risk assessment procedures.
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Mission Council and Assembly
A paper by the Clerk to Assembly

Part 1, Introduction

Traditionally in Reformed Churches a General Assembly has three functions,
Legislative, Executive, and Judicial. To these should probably be added two
other responsibilities, Liturgical, and Ceremonial. All five are currently the
responsibility of the URC General Assembly, although the way in which the
Assembly carries out these responsibilities and the proportion of the Assembly's
time given to each varies radically.

The Legislative role of the Assembly is the most obvious. In the list of
functions of the General Assembly contained in the Structure, there are
several general but also three specific references to the Assembly
making rules for the governance of the Church:-

(vi) 1o make regulations respecting theological colleges
belonging to the United Reformed Church, to appoint the principal,

professors and other members of the teaching staff, and Board of Governors,
and to superintend their work;

(xi) 10 alter, add to, modify or supersede the Basis,

Structure and any other form or expression of the polity and
doctrinal formulations of the United Reformed Church and Part 1 of
the Statement of the Ministerial Disciplinary Process referred to in
Function (xxiii) below;

(xii)  to make, alter or rescind rules for the conduct of its

own proceedings and of those of other councils and commissions of
the United Reformed Church and such other rules, bye-laws and
standing orders as the General Assembly may from time to time think
desirable for the performance of its functions and the carrying into
effect of any of the provisions contained in the Basis and the
Structure and for the conduct of the business and affairs of the

General Assembly and of the other councils and commissions of the
United Reformed Church;

The Assembly's Executive function is also fully set out in the list of
functions:-
(i) 1o oversee the total work of the church;



(if) to make decisiorzs on reports and recommendations from

its own committees, issue such directions and take such actions as

it deems conducive to the propagation of the gospel, the welfare of
the United Reformed Church, the interests of the Church of Christ as
a whole and the well-being of the community in which the Church is
placed;

(iii) to conduct and foster the ecumenical relationships of
the United Reformed Church; :

(iv) to support and share in the missionary work of the
Church at home and abroad;

) to determine the standards and scope of an adequate
ministerial education and training;

(vii) to recognise theological colleges previously recognised
by the C ongregational Church in England and Wales or the
Congregational Union of Scotland and such other colleges in such
manner and for such purposes as the General Assembly may determine;

(viii) to appoint moderators of synods;

(ix) to remit questions concerning the witness and judgement
of the church for general discussion in church meetings,

elders' meetings, district councils and synods, and to call for
reports from these councils;

(xiii) to appoint at its discretion additional members to
serve on synods;

(xiv)  to make such alterations in the boundaries and groupings
of districts and synods and 1o establish such new districts and
synods as the General Assembly may from time to time think
desirable;

(xvii) to receive and decide upon applications for

admission into the United Reformed Church from ministers,
probationers and congregations, transmitted by synods through their
moderators;

(xviii)  to decide upon questions regarding the inclusion on the

Roll of ministers of the United Reformed Church which have been
previously considered and transmitted with recommendations by synods
(but excluding any matter which is being dealt with in accordance

with the Disciplinary Process referred to in Function (xxiii)

below);

(xix)  toprovide for the raising of funds for the work of the
United Reformed Church and to determine arrangements for payment of



stipends and expenses to ministers and officers of the United
Reformed Church and for such other financial matters as the General
Assembly may from time to time think desirable;

(xx) to consider and decide upon issues and representations
duly transmitted by other councils of the United Reformed Church;

The Judicial function of the Assembly relates primarily to its function as
a final court of appeal, and while increasingly in recent years this
function has been carried out on behalf of the Assembly either by the
Ministries Committee or the Ministerial Discipline (Section O) Panel, the
Assembly continues, from time to time, to hear those appeals which fall
outside the remit of these two groups but which are covered by the
following functions:-

x) to interpret all forms and expressions of the polity

practice and doctrinal formulations of the United Reformed Church
including the Basis and the Structure and to determine when rights
of personal conviction are asserted to the injury of the unity and
peace of the United Reformed Church;

(xv) to consider and decide upon references and appeals duly
submitted

The Assembly's role with regard to questions of Ministerial Discipline has now
been seriously reduced, and in terms of the formal functions of the Assembly is
described in three functions, and an additional clause appended to the list of
functions:-

(xxi)  to make and (if necessary) to terminate all appointments

to the Commission Panel and to any administrative office under the
Process for Ministerial Discipline contained in Section O of the
Manual of the United Reformed Church and to exercise general
oversight and supervision of the operation of that Process (save
only that decisions in individual cases taken in accordance with
that Process are made in the name of the General Assembly and are
final and binding);

(xxii) 1o provide for the setting up of an Appeals

Commission in accordance with Paragraph 12 of Section O, Part 1 of
the Manual for any appeal brought under Paragraph 11 of Section O,
Part 1 of the Manual;

(xxiii)  In the absence of any reference to the Assembly

Commission by the appropriate district council or synod (the case of

any minister who is a moderator of synod being necessarily dealt

with under this provision) and where either on its own initiative or on a
reference or appeal brought by any other party the General Assembly (or the



Mission Council acting on its behalf) considers that a minister is not or may
not be exercising his/her ministry in accordance with Paragraph 2 of
Schedule E to the Basis of Union, to refer the case of that minister

1o be dealt with in accordance with the Disciplinary Process

contained in Section O of the Manual of the United Reformed Church

and in every such case to suspend the minister concerned pending the
resolution of the matter under that Process at the appropriate time as
specified in that Process.

2(5)(B) ‘As soon as any minister becomes the subject of a case against a
minister under the Section O Process for Ministerial Discipline, neither
General Assembly nor Mission Council on its behalf shall exercise any of
General Assembly's functions in respect of that minister in such a manner as
to affect, compromise or interfere with the due process of that case, provided
that the provision of such pastoral care as shall be deemed appropriate shall
not regarded as a breach of this Paragraph.’

Lastly, in order that all of these general functions might be carried out
efficiently, the General Assembly has in its list two non-specific
functions:-

(i) to oversee the total work of the church;

(xxiv) 1o do such other things as may be necessary in pursuance
of its responsibility for the common life of the church.

e The other two roles or responsibilities of the General Assembly,
Liturgical and Ceremonial, are not covered by the Basis and Structure or
regulations agreed by the Assembly, but include the Daily Worship of the
Assembly, the Assembly Communion and Bible Study, the presentation of
newly ordained ministers, the formal acknowledgement and greeting of
Ministers celebrating Jubilees, the welcoming of guests and of Local
Churches newly admitted to the URC. While many of the customs of the
General Assembly predate the union of 1972 and therefore have never
been subject to a decision by the Assembly, there have been cases where
a customary practice has been modified by decision of the Assembly
thereby producing some slight anomaly. For example, the commemoration
of deceased Ministers and Missionaries, a feature of the Assembly
Communion, is a matter of custom and practice but it was an Assembly
decision to add the names of non-ministerial former Moderators and
Clerks to this list.

Part 2, Argument

Already the General Assembly struggles to fulfil all of its various
responsibilities. The number of Resolutions coming to the Assembly each year



has grown so that in 2005 & 2006 over 60 Resolutions were brought forward,
and in 2005 four quite large pieces of business had to be held over for a year.
The creation of Mission Council, infended in part to relieve the pressure of
business by prioritising and where possible determining business brought by
Committees, has not worked as well as had been hoped. This is in part because
Mission Council itself has generated work for the Assembly, but mainly because
the terms of reference of Mission Council are such that it is authorised to act
on behalf of the General Assembly and with the authority of the General
Assembly only in cases of urgency. Once the Assembly meets only every second
year it will be necessary to reconsider this restriction.

However, alongside addressing the general issue of the relationship of the
Mission Council to the Assembly it is necessary to consider the five functions of
the Assembly and see if practical changes are needed to enable these functions
to be carried out.

1. Legislative: The Assembly carries out its legislative function in Two ways. It
adopts resolutions and Standing Orders which directly or indirectly affect the
ways in which the URC runs itself. Most of these resolutions are adopted by the
Assembly by a majority decision after one discussion. Sometimes where a
committee is engaged in a particularly complex and protracted piece of business
it may give warning to the Assembly of its infention to bring detailed resolutions
to a future Assembly, but this is rare. From time to time the Assembly
institutes constitutional changes. These will usually be changes either to the
“Basis of Union" or to the "Structure of the United Reformed Church”, but from
time to time other changes are deemed to fall under the standing order which
covers these matters:-
6a. Voting on any motion whose effect is to alter, add to, modify or supersede the
Basis, the Structure and any other form or expression of the polity and doctrinal
formulations of the United Reformed Church, is governed by paragraph 3(1) and
(2) of the Structure.
The relevant sections of the Structure are:-

(b) The General Assembly shall vote on a motion to approve the
proposal which shall require a majority of two-thirds of the members
present and voting to pass.

(c) The General Assembly shall, if such motion to approve the
proposal is passed, refer the proposal to synods and may, if it
deems appropriate, refer the proposal also to district councils and
in exceptional cases also to local churches.

(d) The General Assembly shall in making any such reference set a
final date for responses to be made, which shall normally be at an
appropriate time before the next annual Assembly.

(e) If by such date notice has been received by the General
Secretary from more than one third of synods (or, if it has been so



referred, more than one third of district councils or more than one
third of local churches) that a motion "that the proposal be not
proceeded with" has been passed by a majority of members present and
voting at a duly convened meeting of such body, then the Assembly in
its concern for the unity of the church shall not proceed to ratify

the proposal.

(f If by such date such notice has not been received, a motion to

agree the proposed amendment shall come before the General Assembly
at its next meeting. Such a motion shall require a simple majority

of the members present and voting to pass. In its concern for

mutual understanding within the life of the church, before voting on
such a motion the General Assembly shall invite a representative of

any synod from which the General Secretary has duly received
notification under 3(1)(e) to present the main reasons for its

objection.

In the event of this procedure being retained unmodified, it is entirely possible
that an entirely non-controversial constitutional change could be proposed by a
Committee or a Synod with no final decision being made until four years later.
It is therefore suggested that a modification to this rule be introduced to allow
the Mission Council, with some safeguards, to act on behalf of the Assembly in
making constitutional changes.

1. Executive: The Executive function of the Assembly lies primarily in its
continued oversight of the work the various Committees and Working Parties set
up by the Church, and in its oversight of the Synods and of the Moderators of
Synod, all of which report to the Assembly. Currently approximately one third of
the Assembly’'s Committees report annually to the Assembly, and the remaining
two thirds report every other year. Synods report in writing every year, and
each year one third of the Synods also reports through a presentation. The
Moderators report annually. While all these reports allow for the possibility of
the Assembly scrutinising and questioning the work of those reporting, it should
be recognised that in practice only the Committee reports are subjected to this
level of scrutiny. The Assembly also appoints, on an annual basis, all the members
of its Committees, and while most of these are done en bloc through the report
of the Nominations Committee, there are a number of appointments made by the
Assembly as specific individual appointments. Within living memory these
appointments were subject to debate, and the Assembly might from time to
time be invited to choose between two or more candidates for a post, but more
recent practice has replaced competing nominations with a single nomination
from an appointing panel. It is therefore suggested that while most
appointments be made as at present by the Assembly at its regular meeting,
Mission Council be given wider discretion to appoint than it currently exercises.
The question of Committee Reports and the ongoing oversight of Committee
work is more complex. Three options appear to be available to us.



a) Continue as at present with one third of committees reporting to every
Assembly and one third reporting to every other Assembly.

b) Have every Committee report to every Assembly. If the number of
Committees is to be reduced, as suggested by the Catch the Vision
Group, this would be feasible.

c) Create a cycle of reporting whereby all committees report in some detail
to Mission Council once every so many years, probably two.

A pattern such as c), if applied also to Synods, would allow for the Church
should it deem it appropriate, to exercise a greater degree of scrutiny
over the work of the Synods than is currently possible, and might also
allow the Moderators Meeting to raise matters of concern for wider
discussion than is easy at present.

2. Judicial: The Judicial function of the Assembly has reduced greatly in
recent years. The Introduction of the Section O procedures and the authority
given to the Ministries Committee to act on behalf of the General Assembly in
matters relating to the work of the Accreditation Sub-Committee has greatly
reduced the number of appeals coming before the Assembly, and the nature of
those few that still come onto the floor of the Assembly suggests that no
change should be made to the current practice. The inevitable delay in dealing
with appeals caused by changes to the pattern of the Assembly does not seem
to merit any change.

3. Liturgical: The Liturgical elements of the Assembly are not greatly affected
by the move from an Annual to a Biennial Assembly. It may be necessary to make
a decision as to the whether the Assembly Communion shall be used to
remember Ministers etc. who have died in the preceding 24 months or whether
some other system be introduced but in all other respects, Worship Communion
and Bible Study will remain a part of the life of the assembly.

4. Ceremonial: A much harder question to answer is what should be done with
the various ceremonial elements of the Assembly? The Moderator of the
General Assembly in his or her own person embodies the dignity of the Church
and as such has a number of ceremonial responsibilities both within the
Assembly and during the following year. Separate proposals are being brought
by the Catch the Vision Group relating to the continuing role of the Moderator
in a church with a biennial Assembly but decisions will have to be made about
whether the recognition of Ministerial Jubilees should be confined to the
assembly, whether newly ordained ministers should be presented biennially or
whether some other forum is appropriate, and whether the admission of New
Churches and/or their formal welcome should remain an Assembly matter.
Several of the denominations which have traditionally been represented at the
General Assembly have traditionally sent their Moderator. How will this be
affected by the change? Do we wish to issue any guidance to our friends and
colleagues as we make the change?



Part 3. Conclusions and Recommendations

If we are to avoid excessive delay in making decisions two changes are
recommended.

¢ Amend the remit of Mission Council so as to widen its ability to act on
behalf of General Assembly so that instead of only being empowered to act
in matters of urgency it is allowed to act on behalf of the Assembly in all
matters where Mission Council deems it inappropriate to delay until the next
meeting of the assembly.

e Inmatters relating to Constitutional Change it is suggested that the
current rule requiring a 2/3rds majority in Assembly followed by a referral
to Synods and then a simple majority be abandoned and that Mission Council
be allowed to Act on behalf of the Assembly for one of these votes subject
to certain conditions, namely that Mission Council carries the vote by at least
2/3rds. That all Synods vote in favour of the Change and that the majority
in the Assembly whether it be the first or the second vote be required to be
2/3rds. Should any of these conditions not be met then the current rule
regarding Constitutional Changes should continue in force with the
concomitant delay.

. It is recommended that every committee and every Synod be required to
report briefly to every Assembly. That a strict limit be placed upon the
length of these reports and that additionally each Committee and Synod
report at least once to the Mission Council between Assemblies and that no
Committee be empowered to bring new business before the Assembly
without the matter first being laid before the Mission Council.

. It is recommended that the annual Nominations Committee general report
containing several hundred names be dealt with by Mission Council but that
those posts traditionally moved separately, e.g. Clerk of Assembly, General
Secretary, Principal of Westminster College etc. continue to be dealt with by
the assembly and that changes in the length of timed appointments be made
to enable this to happen.

. No changes are suggested for the Judicial Functions of the Assembly.

. No changes are suggested for the Ordinary Liturgical functions of the
assembly.

. The Office of the Moderator will be covered by a separate report.

. It is recommended that the Closure of Churches and the Admission of New

Churches become the responsibility of Mission Council and that Mission
Council report all Church Changes to the Assembly. It is also recommended



10.

that representatives of new Churches be welcomed at a Mission Council
meeting rather than at the Assembly.

No recommendation is offered with regard to the welcoming of newly
ordained Ministers. There are arguments for this being done in the context
of the Assembly which will mean, in some cases a delay of two years, but the
arguments for it being done more rapidly which will mean it being done either
in Mission Council or at some other event are equally strong. A decision will
need to be made!

It is recommended that the act of commemoration of deceased Ministers
and Missionaries remain a part of the Assembly Communion.

Where General Assembly or Mission Council has set up a working party to
undertake a particular piece of work which is to be reported to Mission
Council it is recommended that a strict timetable be agreed for this work
before it begins and that only in the most exceptional circumstances should
this timetable be departed from.

J. Breslin
Clerk
January '07
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Election of Advisory Groups to Mission Council 2007-2008

The groups are listed below. Under each there is a statement of its remit, a list of the
current members and the date on which their service ends. There are also details of
eligibility and length of service.

1. Mission Council Advisory Group
The remit of Mission Council Advisory Group ("MCAG") is
(i)  to plan the meetings of Mission Council;
(i) 1o ensure that appropriate follow up actions are taken following meetings of
Mission Council and General Assembly; and
(iii)  to provide support and advice to the Assembly Moderator and the General
Secretary.

In carrying out the above remit, MCAG should have regard to the Functions of
General Assembly, as set out in the Structure, and should seek to ensure that
Mission Council and General Assembly are provided with appropriate reports to
enable them to see that those Functions are properly carried out.

Moderator Stephen Orchard

Immediate past Moderator Elizabeth Caswell

Moderator-elect to be appointed

2 Committee Conveners Morag McLintock 2010
Andrew Prasad 2008

Treasurer John Ellis (ex officio)

4 members of Mission Council 3 VACANCIES 2007
Irene Wren 2008

The General Secretary
The Deputy General Secretary is secretary to the Mission Council Advisory Group.

Those elected to serve on this group who are conveners of Assembly Committees, serve
for 4 years from their year of appointment or until they cease to be conveners,
whichever is the shorter. Those who are appointed, because they are members of
Mission Council, serve for 4 years from year of their appointment or until they cease to
be members of Mission Council, whichever is the shorter.

2. Staffing Advisory Group
The Group considers any Assembly post due to become vacant, or proposals for
new posts and recommends (through the Mission Council Advisory Group) to
Mission Council whether this post should continue or be created.



Convener Val Morrison 2008

Secretary The General Secretary

3 members Peter Paye 2009
Keith Webster 2010
VACANCY 2007

The Convener must be a member of Mission Council and serve for 4 years or until
s/he ceases to be a member of the Council, whichever is the shorter. Members
may or may not be members of Mission Council and should serve for 4 years.

3. 6rants and Loans Group

The group considers all grant and loan applications from local churches and local
church projects. This includes the grants previously on the agenda of the

Advisory Group on Grants and Loans, grants and loans from the Church Buildings
Fund, and the consideration of grant applications to the CWM self-support fund.
It also stimulates reflection on the theology and practice of mission in the light

of its experience.
Convener Brian Woodhall 2008
Secretary Graham Rolfe 2010

One representative from each synod
plus, as consultants:

A Senior Financial representative
Secretary for International Relations
Secretary for Life and Witness
Secretary for Church and Society

A CRCW Development Worker
Secretary for Youth Work

Deputy General Secretary

The convener must be a member of Mission Council, or be invited to attend, and

will serve for 4 years. The secretary may or may not be a member of Mission
Council and serves for 4 years.

4. Section O Process Advisory Group

Convener Julian Macro 2010
Secretary Margaret Carrick Smith 2010
Ex officio:

Secretary of Commission Panel

Convener of Commission Panel (co-opted)
The General Secretary

The Clerk to the Assembly



The Secretary for Ministries
The Legal Adviser is in attendance

The convener and secretary may or may not be members of Mission Council. They
normally serve for 4 years. Other members of the Group serve 'ex officio'.

5. Church House Management Group

Convener Donald Swift 2008

Secretary Human Resources Manager

3 members VACANCY 2007
Val Morrison 2008
John Woodman 2009

Ex officio:

The Deputy General Secretary

The Chief Finance Officer

The Director of Communications
(The Human Resources and Facilities Manager)

The convener and members of the Group may or may not be members of Mission
Council. They normally serve for 4 years and report to the Trustees. Church
House staff serve ‘ex officio'.

6. Criminal Records Bureau (Churches Agency for Safeguarding) Reference
Group (established in January 2004)
Adrian Bulley (a synod moderator)
Liz Crocker (a child care specidlist)
Wilma Frew (a magistrate)
The Secretary for Youth Work
The Children's Work Development Officer
The Deputy General Secretary

7. Resource Sharing Task Group

Convener Elizabeth Caswell 2008

Secretary John Rea

Members Rachel Greening 2009
Dick Gray 2009
Margaret Atkinson 2011
Tom Woodbridge

This group organises consultations with synod-appointed representatives (two per
synod)



Action required of Mission Council

Mission Council Advisory Group:
Elect three members of Mission Council

Staffing Advisory Group
Elect a member (who need not be a member of Mission Council).

Church House Management Group
Elect one member who has experience of business management (who need not be a
member of Mission Council)

Nominations shall be taken from a proposer and a seconder; or from groups at
Mission Council.

Information

Resource Sharing Task Group
January 2007 Mission Council appointed Miss Margaret Atkinson (Yorkshire), to serve
on this group.
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Grants and Loans Group
Annual Report 2006

1 INTRODUCTION

The Grants and Loans Group (6LG) administers the Church Buildings Fund, which
provides grants and loans to churches to assist with improvements/modifications to
church buildings, and the Mission Project Fund, which provides grants for mission
work. We have continued our policy of giving grants only to synods and churches
with the greatest need.

2 BUDGET PROVISION

For the year 2006 the budget for grants from the Church Building Fund was approx
£97000. This is the expected income from dividends, deposit account interest and
loan interest. This has been used primarily for provision of funds for facilities for
the disabled. By the end of the year £54000 had been spent, with £36000 granted
but not yet spent and a further £20000 approved at our December meeting. There
is always a problem knowing when a grant will be taken up as there are often delays
in building work being carried out. If the grant is not taken up within 12 months an
extension has to be applied for, but will normally be given. 2 loans of £60000 and
£100000 respectively have been approved for remedial work on church buildings.
The allocation for the Mission Project Fund was £135000 (including £20000 from
Carmichael Montgomery Capital Fund) of which we have spent £95000, with
outstanding grants of £16000 which have not yet been taken up.

3 GRANTS FOR FACILITIES FOR THE DISABLED

Once again the expected large drop in applications for grants towards costs of
facilities for the disabled has not occurred. Thus we have not been able to consider
any other projects in 2006. There have been 12 grants paid this year and 4 more
grants were approved at our December meeting. Thus with the outstanding grants
from earlier in the year we have already committed £56000 for 2007. A summary
of the expenditure is given in the appendix.

A ‘one of f' this year was the return of a grant given for work on disabled facilities
at a church in 2004 which was subsequently closed in 2005 and sold off in 2006 (in
the NW Synod). The full grant was returned from the proceeds of the sale. We are
always concerned that money may be given to churches that do not have a realistic
future. We have to rely on the Synod for this assessment. Therefore it is
important that Synods evaluate the applications carefully before giving their
approval.



4 MISSIONPROJECT FUND

In 2006 15 applications were received of which 12 were approved, but 5 were for
extensions of existing projects. A summary of the projects is given in the appendix.
We ask for an annual report from all the mission projects and are very encouraged
by the initiative, determination and commitment of the people seeking to be ‘church’
in their communities.

5 REFLECTIONS

GLG believes that the monies it makes available from Central Funds provides a real
benefit, both to local churches and communities, and that without it many projects
would not get started. I commented last year that the hope was that these
projects if successful would become self financing. However it is becoming clear
that many of the projects, especially those in inner cities, though very successful
will need continued financial support. If we are to continue giving this extra support
then we feel that it is very important that an independent objective evaluation
should be carried out. Therefore as a pilot study we have asked one of the projects
which is asking for a 5 year extension to their support (Marlpool and Langley) to get
an independent assessment of their work up-to-date. We will continue to support
the work while this evaluation is being carried out. They have very kindly agreed to
do this and hopefully it will be completed in 2007.

We have found, especially with applications to the Mission Project Fund, that the
absence of a representative from the appropriate Synod at the meeting makes us
unable to give a proper consideration to the application. In these cases we have
decided that we will not consider the application unless a representative is present
from the synod.

In response to the 'Catch the Vision' process we have questioned the future of the
Grants and Loans Group and whether our business could not be carried out just as
effectively in other committees. MCAG considered the matter and have asked us to
continue at least until the new pattern of committees is established.

6 THANKS

I would like to record my thanks to all the members of the committee and
especially to Graham Rolfe for taking on the role of secretary. I would like to also
thank Rob Seaman (Finance Office) for all the support he gives us.

Brian Woodhall
Convenor
February 2007



APPENDIX

1 SUMMARY OF GRANTS PAID FOR FACILITIES FOR DISABLED

North Western Synod 3 Grants
Mersey Synod 4 Grants
East Midlands Synod 4 Grants

Eastern Synod 3 Grants
South Western Synod 1 Grants

2 SUMMARY OF LOANS

East Midlands Synod 2 loans

Total

Total

Total

Total

Total

£12720

£5000

£19450

£11760

£5000

Total £160000

3 SUMMARY OF 'MISSION GRANTS AGREED

Inner Manchester Churches £16250 over Syears (NW Synod)

Tonge Moor £15000 over 5 years (NW Synod)

Abbey Meads £7000 over 2 years (SW Synod)
Cannington £2780 over lyear (SW Synod)

Brixham £5000 over 3 years (SW Synod)

Plume Avenue Colchester £9300 over 5 years (Eastern Synod)
Cambourne £5485 over 3 years (Eastern Synod)

Bury Park, Luton £9000 over 3 years (Thames North Synod)
Marlpool and Langley £14000 over 2 years (East Midlands Synod)
Friary, West Bridgeford £37500 over 5 years (East Midlands Synod)
Falmouth £10500 over 3 years (SW Synod)

Barnstaple £6600

over 3 years (SW Synod)
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The Listed Buildings Advisory Group

Introduction

The Listed Buildings Advisory Group was established as a sub-committee of
Mission Council, some twelve years ago. It came into existence as part of the
Church's response to new listed buildings legislation and its wish to accept
responsibility, under the Ecclesiastical Exemption arrangements, for managing
the statutory controls for alterations to its own listed church buildings.

It understands its principal current functions to be:

1. By providing a point of liaison between the responsible Synod officers, to
ensure that the managing trustees of churches occupying listed buildings and
those who deal with applications for consent to carry out work on listed
buildings all receive the best possible consistent service to support them in
fulfilling their responsibilities under listed buildings legislation.

2. After consultation with relevant Syned Officers, to advise Mission Council
and General Assembly on matters related to the legislation.

3. Through its officers to provide a point of contact with government and non
governmental agencies on matters related to the maintenance and
conservation of historic church buildings.

4. Through its officers to ensure that the voice of the United Reformed
Church is heard on government and non governmental bodies concerned with
the distribution of grant aid, and the development of national policy related
to historic church buildings.

These functions, it believes, take into account the original purposes intended for
the Group and also subsequent changes in the context for its work since 1994,
principally:

1. Drastically reduced church membership: reduced expertise at local level;
historic buildings perceived by some as an increasing burden.

2. The fabric of historic (and other) church buildings further deteriorating
because of accumulating arrears of maintenance.

3. Greater rigour expected in denominational management of the
ecclesiastical exemption arrangements

1



4. Increased responsibility falling on the local leadership (usually the elders)
under revised charity law.

5. New attitudes to heritage protection at national and regional level: the
Department of Culture, Media and Sport and English Heritage now actively
seeking partnership.

6. Wider availability of finance and other resources to assist with the
maintenance and development of historic church buildings.

The year 2006 may well be remembered particularly as the year marked by new
public attitudes to listed buildings. Historic buildings and with them historic
churches, received a higher profile than hitherto. The work of bodies such as
the Historic Chapels Trust and the Historic Churches Preservation Trust
seemed to assume greater prominence. English Heritage, now responsible for
managing the List, adopted a new approach to the denominations. With the high
profile launch of their national campaign Inspired' they declared that the
majority of listed buildings were in fact churches, many of them at risk in one
way or another. They started signalling that they wanted to work with the
denominations. This goes beyond managing the List per se. It also includes
recognising the current life of churches, wishing to work with them to advise on
properly managed repairs and repair programmes.

Working with English Heritage
Acting as a pilot study on behalf of the United Reformed Church as a whole,
churches in the Yorkshire Synod area responded in 2006 by taking part in two

English Heritage projects, the outcomes of which are due to be published
shortly.

1. Religion and Place. This was a national project by English Heritage designed to
‘focus attention on thousands of buildings that are at the heart of religious,
cultural and social life in England today'. During the year, John Minnis, an
architectural historian from English Heritage, prepared a study of religious
buildings, including United Reformed Church buildings, in Leeds. It comprises a
gazetteer of churches and other places of worship active since 1900, with some
selected for more detailed study.

2. Fabric needs survey. In order to build up a more detailed picture of the
situation, the Yorkshire Synod collaborated with English Heritage in a project
designed to evaluate what was needed to put the historic church buildings into
reasonable order and maintain them. In November, an English Heritage architect
worked with a cross-section of Yorkshire churches, making visits to a sample of
them.



Further review. Under discussion is an English Heritage proposal to build on the
fabric needs survey with a review, probably during 2007/2008, of the listing
status of all the United Reformed Church buildings in the Yorkshire Synod area.
A similar exercise involving Roman Catholic church buildings in two sample
Dioceses proved to be very helpful to that church and it is to be expected that
significant advantages will follow a detailed study of the Yorkshire church
buildings.

3. Places of Worship Forum. Just over twelve months ago English Heritage set
up the Places of Worship Forum and gave it the remit of advising English
Heritage concerning its work specifically in relation to historic places of
worship. Although the United Reformed Church was not originally allotted a
place on the Forum, the Chair of our Listed Buildings Advisory Group has
attended most meetings so far on behalf of the Churches Main Committee and
so has been able to represent the interests of our Church.

The United Reformed Church has now been given a place on the Forum in its
own right and so is assured of permanent representation. This is especially
important in the light of imminent changes to the Churches Main Committee.

With many listed church buildings in desperate need of assistance to keep them
standing, in Yorkshire and beyond, these projects have the potential to make a
contribution to securing funds to help maintain them.

The listed building, millstone or opportunity?

The Chair and Secretary of the Listed Buildings Advisory Group, together with
other representatives of the United Reformed Church, attended in June the
conference of the Historic Chapels Trust at their magnificently restored
former Unitarian Church in Todmorden, and were impressed by its very positive
tone. Also present were leaders of organisations with experience and expertise
in helping to conserve and maintain historic places of worship, in almost every
case seeing them enhanced as centres of community and spiritual activity. The
experience of the Methodists and Anglicans in particular as reported at the
conference demonstrated the importance of exploring the value of historic
church buildings as a significant asset in the context of mission, outreach and
service to the community. They can show us new ways of developing mission in
and from the historic church building.

Hartley Oldham
David Figures
1 February 2007
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Inter-Synod Resource Sharing

Report to General Assembly - July 2007

The important change of emphasis in the approach to resource sharing as being "needs
driven” continues. All meetings have been conducted in a good spirit with openness and
transparency an essential element. The work towards the goal of greater sharing of
resources between synods carries on and those involved in the process are always looking
for new ideas and ways to improve what is already in place.

The quartet and quintet meetings have met in accordance with the existing
arrangements. The exchanges of information and ideas between synods have proved to
be useful and beneficial. There is evidence of a greater collective understanding of the
problems and concerns faced by individual synods.

The three main issues under constant review are:
o the use of receipts from the sale of properties:
e the use of manse funds;
e the expenditure of funds on church buildings.

Also under discussion at the full consultation held in September 2006, was the definition
of "Core Tasks" of a new synod, referred to as Synod 14. Ms Rachel Greening presented
a brief paper to the September 2006 consultation which attempted to define a model
synod and what it might look like including what the “core tasks" may be if one was
starting with a blank canvas. Whilst it is understood all synods would not be the same,
Synod 14 as a model could be developed through consultation to establish core functions
and costs and could be used as a template from which to measure individual synod
variations to meet local needs.

There was general consensus that the following topics were relevant to all synods:
¢ what does the local church expect of the organisation?
e raising funds to meet the commitment to the Ministry and Mission Fund;
o staffing levels in synods;
e fund raising - generally - how can sources outside the church be accessed?
e the creation of the Synod 14 model - how should it look?

Synods are asked to look at these issues and suggest ideas and ways of moving forward
to meet the challenges of the future in a more effective and efficient way. It is
suggested this can best be achieved through the quartet and quintet meetings to be
held in June/July 2007.

The Task Group has met on several occasions since the General Assembly in 2006. In
continuing their analysis of the “core tasks" and finance issues they have identified a
number of ideas which they will debate in the coming months. They are as follows:

e mission - money follows mission - money enables mission;



e changes to the structures - the removal of district councils;
o the creation of new synods:;

e input from people - use of volunteers or not;

e meeting M and M payments.

It was also agreed some consideration should be given to looking for an alternative to
what was called * soft' grant options. There needs to be a change in the mind-set away
from pouring money into buildings irrespective if their benefits for mission, to a more
creative ecumenical partnership approach where churches come together, to share
resources of buildings, finance and people.

There is still more work to be done in seeking to encourage all synods towards the
harmonisation of policies on a number of related issues. There appears to be some
evidence of a willingness to move closer towards the objective but some synods still
remain to be convinced.

The Revd Martin Hazell (Thames North) and Mr Clifford Patten (Eastern Synod) have
both stood down as representatives to the consultation process. Mr Hazell also served
on the Task Group. Both have made significant contributions to whole process over the
years and the United Reformed Church is indebted to them for their valuable service to
the church. Replacements will be notified in due course.
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Ethical Investment Advisory Group report

As requested by Mission Council, the Ethical Investment Advisory Group has
obtained information from Synods on the value, management and allocation of
their investments, and on their current ethical policies. The response was good,
and the results are summarized below.

Synod investments totalled over £63m; in addition, the United Reformed Church
Trust had £20m invested, and the Ministers' Pension Fund £72m. Seven Synods,
with investments totalling £44m, invest entirely through charity-pooled
investment funds, such as CCLA's Charities Investment Fund, Epworth's
Affirmative Equity Fund and M&G's Charifund. The ethical policies of these
funds are published, and are monitored by the investment committees of the
United Reformed Church Trust and Synods. Six Synods invest about £20m
directly via stockbroker managers. For them, the ethical policy has to be agreed
with the manager, and monitored more regularly. Most of these Synods have
agreed policies in line with Assembly guidance; we noted that the policy of
Northern Synod is more permissive, and that its investments were particularly
wide-ranging.

In March 2006, Mission Council asked EIAG to explore the possibility of
extending the scope of the United Reformed Church's ethical investment
guidelines, to include the impact of a company’s behaviour among the factors to
be considered by United Reformed Church investors. This would be a substantial
piece of work and the Group has been exploring the possibility of undertaking it
Jjointly with colleague denominations. Discussions are continuing.

During the year, the Church Investors Group, in which the United Reformed
Church is active, wrote to British Airways expressing its concern that a
Christian employee had been refused permission to wear a cross at work; CI6
noted that the publicity arising could adversely affect share values. The United
Reformed Church added its name to the letter, and the Ethical Investment
Advisory Group welcomed the Church Investors Group initiative.
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London Synod Commission
Report to Mission Council/Assembly 2007

The London Synod Commission was established by Mission Council in Autumn 2005 with the
following members:

Revd Bill Mahood (Convenor),; Mrs Sheila Brain (Secretary); Revd Wilf Bahadur (until
September 2006) ; Miss Rachel Greening; Revd Malcolm Hanson; Revd Heather Pencavel.

Terms of reference

1. To investigate the feasibility of creating a London Synod and to submit an initial report to
the 2006 Assembly (Resolution 42, Assembly 2005). To submit a full report to the 2007
Assembly.

2. To open up a broad consultation process, in order to assess the rationale for such a change
and to consider whether the advantages significantly outweigh the disadvantages

3. To consult in depth with the Southern and Thames North Synods, and in lesser detail with
the surrounding Synods whose boundaries might be significantly altered by the creation of
a London Synod (Eastern, East Midlands, Wessex).

4. To consider the ecumenical dimensions of the proposal and the implications for future
ecumenical work and mission in Greater London.

5. To explore alternative ways in which the URC could relate more effectively to London in
mission and service.

6. To recommend practical means by which any changes might be implemented.

Throughout the consultation process, the Commission has been careful to maintain an open mind,
considering various options and seeing the merits and difficulties of each. We have listened
carefully to the people we have met in person, and taken note of all the written submissions from a
wide range of sources. A number of individuals responded to the initial invitation (printed in
REFORM) to send us their thoughts, and we have received further individual responses since then.
We are also grateful to those churches and District Councils in the Thames North and Southern
Synods which responded during autumn 2006 with their valuable comments and concerns.

Having taken all the evidence into consideration and although not totally unanimous in our
conclusions, the Commission has agreed to test the mind of the church by recommending:

1) the establishment of a London Synod, based in principle on the area of the Greater
London Authority, from a date to be decided.

2. the setting up of Working Groups to make the necessary arrangements in relation to
boundary changes, trust, legal and finance matters, and any other relevant issues.

1. Background

When the United Reformed Church was established in 1972, careful thought was given to the
proposed synod structures, including whether to go for a single London synod, or to split along the
North/South Thames divide. A number of factors led to the decision to go for the latter option,
partly linked to the relative financial and numerical strength of churches inside and outside London
but also related to ecumenical considerations at that time. There was also a generally agreed
principle to aim for synods with a balance of urban/ suburban/ rural churches. During the Catch



the Vision process the question was raised as to whether this principle actually best serves the
mission of the United Reformed Church in Greater London. A significant development is the
establishment of the Greater London Authority (GLA) in 2000 which identified Greater London as
having a single unified identity comprising its 33 separate boroughs brought together under the
GLA and its elected Mayor. The Churches responded to this by strengthening the ecumenical
structures of the London Church Leaders (and in particular the London Churches Group for Social
Action). Whilst the Church of England and the Roman Catholic Church are unlikely to change the
structure of their existing dioceses, it is notable that the major Free Churches have already made
changes in order to relate more easily to London as a whole. Both the Baptists and the Salvation
Army have reviewed their structures and, most significantly, the Methodist Church has opted for a
single London District to cover the GLA, together with a re-drawing of their Districts outside the
boundary in order to relate more coherently to other new government regional structures also.

For the United Reformed Church the attempt to project a single identity in dealing with its
relationship to London as a whole has sometimes led to duplication of effort between the two
synods and occasional confusion. This does not detract from the enormous level of co-operation
between the two moderators concerning their representational role, nor from the concerted work
done by inter-synod working groups such as the Urban Churches Support Group (UCSG) and the
London Strategic Development Group (LSDG). The challenge therefore to the United Reformed
Church as a whole and to its London churches in particular is whether the time is ripe to seize this
opportunity for a radical re-think of our life and mission within London in terms of structural
change or whether there are other ways of achieving the same goals.

2. Consultation process

The Commission gave initial priority to identifying the principles underlying the suggestion of a
London Synod and assessing the basic advantages and disadvantages. In addition it gave careful
consideration to the process of consultation with local churches and Districts, ecumenical partners
and other relevant bodies.

2.1 Principles to be established and questions to be raised include: Is there a strong vision for a
London Synod and what has changed since 1972? What would be its size and where would the
boundary be? What happens to the churches outside the area and how would this affect
surrounding synods? What are the specific concerns expressed in opposition to the idea and
how might these be met? Would the loss of the broad spread of church life (urban, suburban,
rural) be outweighed by the commonality of interest of the churches lying within the whole
Greater London Authority (GLA)? How do other denominations deal with the London
situation? What are the legal and financial implications?

2.2 Consultation Process
The first stage of the consultation involved direct meetings with the two moderators and other
key people involved in the London scene (both URC and ecumenical) together with verbal and
written submissions from Synod and District representatives and others, as well as ecumenical
partners. We also consulted with people from outside the immediate GLLA area, recognising
the concerns of people from the commuter belt, particularly those to the immediate north (e.g.
Hertfordshire) who look towards L.ondon both for work and for leisure activities. The
moderators of neighbouring synods were invited to comment on how changes might affect
their synod and whether they had suggestions to make.
A further crucial contact was with the London Strategic Development Group (LSDG), which
had been established jointly by the two synods to develop a ten-year strategic plan for mission
and ministry in London. The LSDG was involved at this same time in a major survey of
London churches, leading up to the “London Summit” in November 2006. Whilst it was
agreed to try and keep the two processes separate, both the Commission and the LSDG have
remained in close contact and have been aware of one another’s work.




As a result of these initial deliberations the Commission produced a detailed set of proposals
(as set out in §3 below) which were submitted to all the local churches and District Councils
covered by the two London synods for consideration during Autumn 2006, with a view to
testing responses to the three options which were suggested. The response paper asked for an
indication of the proportion of people in favour or against each of the three options on offer,
without necessarily taking a formal vote, and also to report on the main questions and concerns
raised so that these could be taken into consideration when drawing conclusions.
When considering the options the key questions to be addressed were:
© What structures will best serve mission and ecumenical relations in the south-east of
England and particularly in London?
Will those same structures also properly serve the needs of local churches?

3. Options for consideration

3.1 Status Quo — retaining the present Thames North and Southern Synods
This would recognise that London works at many different levels and is not necessarily a
homogeneous whole; that not all communities within the GLA boundary identify with the city;
that the current synods offer well-established and wide-ranging resources and experience
drawn from a spread of urban, suburban and rural churches; that not changing structures would
mean a saving of time, money and resources which would otherwise have to be spent on
structural and administrative changes.
Disadvantages: existing joint work is expensive in time, effort and finance and results in
duplication and possible confusion, ignores the stronger London identity which has developed
with the GLA and the London Mayor and is a hindrance to a coordinated response to regional
issues; loses the opportunity for co-ordinated mission across London and a sharing of
experience amongst inner London churches; political and ecumenical partners may be unclear
as to whom they are relating — separate synods or both together.

3.2 Status Quo but with the addition of a London Agency
This would leave the synods as they are, but establish a joint agency along the lines of the
present LSDG, drawn from both synods. This would recognise that London needs to be taken
seriously as a focal point for mission and for political, social and ecumenical relationships; that
people in the ‘home counties’ relate to London for work and leisure and have some London
focus in their life; that there are benefits in being able to draw on the resources of both synods;
The Agency would be answerable to both synods. One synod moderator might be given
specific responsibility within the agency or both moderators could be involved in different
aspects of work. Its remit might include: considering and raising awareness of London-wide
issues; relating to ecumenical partners; co-ordinating the URC response on political and
social issues.
Disadvantages: Could lead to duplication, frustration, delay and reduced effectiveness arising
from the handling of London issues in separate bodies, with a lack of clarity about
answerability; the Agency could acquire a life of its own which did not integrate into the life
of the synods and which would become yet another administrative layer, with associated cost
implications; without having full synodical powers, it could lack authority to implement plans
for action.

3.3 New London Synod — based on GLA boundary

This would establish a synod covering the GLA area — i.e. the 33 London boroughs. It would
recognise that since the creation of the GLA and the election of 2 London Mayor, the capital
has gained a coherent identity in both social and political terms, that there is an increasing
number of pan-London agencies, including church-related; that there is a commonality of
interest for churches lying within the area; that improved transport arrangements have broken
down the old north/south divide. The new synod would have about 150 churches with a good
range of strength and patterns of life, which is comparable to other synods. It should be noted




that because of some local anomalies in terms of existing cross-border groupings or of natural
transport links into London, the exact boundary of the new synod might need to be negotiated.
Disadvantages: Loss of the breadth of life across urban, suburban and rural situations; divided
loyalties in relation to where people work and where they live; impact on neighbouring synods
with a potential shift in their ‘centre of gravity’ and a corresponding need for local churches to
shift their focus in a different direction; expense of disentangling Trusts and establishing
something new.

4.

4.1
4.1.1
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4.2

Practical issues identified by the Commission, if a London Synod were to be created

Defining a suitable boundary

The Commission considered various options as to the size and boundaries of the synod
(e.g. M25; the wider commuter area, the strict boundary of the GLA). After careful
consideration, the Commission felt that the most logical boundary for a London Synod
would be that of the Boroughs that make up the Greater London Authority (GLA). This
creates a synod which would be roughly equivalent size in terms of number of churches
and membership to most other synods. It ensures that the synod has boundaries co-
terminous with Local Authority boundaries which can clearly relate to the structures and
concerns of London as a capital city. There would, however, need to be some flexibility in
terms of defining the precise border, taking into account existing cross-border partnerships
and natural transport links into London which are a major factor for some of those located
in the commuter belt outside the GLA.

Implications for neighbouring synods

The implications for the Thames North and Southern Synods are considerable. The new
synod would include around two thirds of Thames North and a third of Southern. But the
changes for these two synods would also have implications for other synods with shared
boundaries. This certainly includes the Eastern and Wessex Synods and possibly more.
On the basis of discussion so far it seems likely that churches within the current Chiltern
District might move from Thames North into Wessex, possibly necessitating relocating the
Wessex Synod office from Southampton. Southern Synod would lose its London churches
but might acquire some from Wessex (from Guildford District). In this case the relocation
of the synod office from Croydon (within GLA) would be essential. Some churches of
Thames North might naturally move into Eastern Synod, recognising that this would also
relate naturally to the Eastern Regional Development Agency. However, it is not yet clear
how all the churches of the current St Albans District might be reallocated. Some might
well prefer to transfer to Eastern Synod , but others look naturally towards London,
especially those within the immediate London transport networks. If a significant number
of them were to be allowed to become part of the new London Synod that might distort its
shape and its intended focus on relating to the GLA. There will clearly need to be further
discussions about the details of possible boundary changes within all of these synods.

Implications for local churches

If the above changes were to be implemented, then churches near the border of the new
synod would be most affected by its creation. This would be true for both those inside the
boundary and those outside it. A number of churches would find that they need to have a
new focus for their relationships. There would be a need to deal sensitively with groups of
churches (and team ministries) that straddle the proposed boundary of the new synod.
Some situations would have to be dealt with on an individual basis.

Resources of people and leadership
The Commission has taken advice about the resources of people and leadership that are
already enjoyed by the synods. It believes that these resources are spread throughout the
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Thames North and Southern Synods and that the re-allocation of these as a result of the
formation of a new London Synod would not deprive any of the continuing synods of
resources and leadership in a disproportionate way. There would undoubtedly be a sense
of loss resulting from changes in personal relationships and contacts, but the Commission
does not believe that, within the structures that would ensue for all the synods involved,
there would be insufficient resources of people and leadership to equip them for the future.

On the other hand, it is recognised that Southern Synod, in losing its suburban London
dimension, would become more town and rural in character, with no obvious focus of
resources, and that the London Synod itself would take on a more homogeneous character,
so that both would lose something of the stimulus and resources of the present wide
diversity of congregations in the two synods.

Finance and Trust matters

Technically, it would be legally possible to make the change without having to alter the
Trusts (i.e. leave churches where they are). However, good practice suggests that Trusts
should be directly linked to their synods as far as possible, to avoid confusion, and it was
this principle that led to recent changes across the country, to bring Trusts into line with
their respective synods. So a change of existing trusteeship for the churches affected by
moving synod would be recommended, which would inevitably have cost implications,
although savings could probably be made by doing it in a single transaction using a single
legal agent. Careful consideration also needs to be given as to how this cost might be met
without imposing an unnecessary burden on the local churches involved.

It was noted that there could well be long-term savings in the running costs of the new
synod in terms of efficiency and avoidance of duplication, although it is difficult to
quantify this. There would be a need to re-locate the Southern Synod office (currently in
Croydon, a London borough), which would incur initial cost but might also result in long-
term savings. Even if no change in synod structure is made, there would still be ongoing
financial implications if it were agreed to establish an ‘Agency’ and the new
administrative structures needed to support it. The strategic plan put forward by the LSDG
(“Bread to Spare”) also spells out the financial cost of implementing this — the London
Summit meeting gave the impression that people do not seem to be afraid of the challenge
of raising money for mission when it is put in that context. The Commission was aware
that costs are not just about money; the practical process of change would be demanding of
people’s time, energy and resources. However this should not be seen as a barrier in itself
and the costs of any proposals must be considered relative to the main issues of principle
and to the costs of doing nothing.

Travel

The Commission is of the view that travel may be relatively easy within a new London
Synod, which will be compact in terms of size. London travel is improved because of new
developments in public transport and public policy (e.g. congestion charges leading to a
reduction in heavy traffic in central London, etc.). But as surrounding synods and churches
seek to put new relationships into practice some people may find that for those outside
London there is an increase in the extent and difficulty of travel. This should however be
compared with other synods across the country where travel distances have been
considerably larger from the start.

5. Results of Consultation with local churches and Districts
The consultation with the churches in the two synods produced an inconclusive result, with no
overwhelming vote for any one of the options. The response represented approximately 40% of



churches, which was statistically a good result for such a survey, but still cannot be judged to be
fully representative of the views of all church members throughout the synods. We are very
appreciative of those churches who made the effort to respond, but are also aware that some of the
remaining churches may not have been given the chance of expressing a view, whilst others felt
that their views were not of any significance or that it did not really affect them. On balance, it
could be said that a majority of those responding favoured option 2 : i.e. for the establishment of
some kind of joint mechanism or “Agency” which would take on responsibility for dealing with
issues relating to London as a whole, on behalf of both synods. However, those opting for this
include both (i) those who were opposed in principle to a change in the current arrangements
(largely on grounds of cost and disruption) and (ii) those who saw such a move as a possible first
step towards a more unified approach (i.e. testing the ground for the future possibility of a single
synod). Thus it includes those with very differing views on the overall merits of the idea of a
London Synod.

A significant part of the consultation was the request for questions and comments to be submitted.
Many of the responses related to practical issues that had already been identified by the
Commission (see § 4). A summary of the responses is set out in the Appendix.

6. Summary

6.1 As stated in the introduction, the Commission has been careful to maintain an open mind
throughout the consultation. There seems to be a clear indication of a consensus that if we were
starting afresh with a “blank sheet” then the case for a single London Synod would probably be
overwhelming. There is also an argument that with the removal of the District Council layer
from our structures, this is an opportune moment for making further adjustments to past
arrangements and that the re-allocation of individual churches or groups would thus become a
much simplified process. However, the problem is that making such changes would still
involve a considerable amount of time, effort and expense and this would need to be justified.

6.2 The Agency option. The consultation process with the churches in Thames North and
Southern Synods produced a lot of helpful comments, but did not, in the end, lead to a clear
conclusion about which option was most favoured. The second option — retaining the present
synods but adding a London “Agency” - was, like the other options, favoured by some and
rejected by others. What it did show, however, was the strong feeling that London does need
on occasions to be treated as a whole. If a London Synod is not set up, then an agency or
commission of some kind might well meet this need, with the regional and ecumenical agendas
included in its remit. However, the view was also expressed that if such an agency were set up,
then it would almost inevitably lead to the demand within a short period for a single synod as
being the most se