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Past Case Review:
findings of phase one (synods);
plans for phase two

Phase one — update of paper R1

17.  Brief outline of the findings of phase one

17.1 A total of 1556 ministers’ files were examined between October 2015 and January
2016. Most synods allocated two full days to complete the reading although | note
some synods required three days to achieve this. A total of 54 files were referred for
review by the independent safeguarding consultant, who has dedicated a large
amount of time to scrutinise each of these files and make recommendations and
observations. Synods, on average, referred four cases for review, although one
synod referred 12 cases and there was another that referred none.

A) Of the 54 referred files, the categorisation was as follows:

Category 1 — two referrals

For both of these files, the independent safeguarding consultant
made recommendations that these were immediately referred to the
ministerial disciplinary process and appropriate liaison with external
agencies was undertaken.

Category 2 — one referral

Category 3 — 30 referrals

Category 4 — 20 referrals

B) Reasons for re
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18.

18.1

18.2

18.3

18.4

Of the files where the information was provided, the demographic was as
follows:

e Stipendiary minister — 72%
* Active minister — 42%

e Male minister — 81%

e Vulnerable — 7%

Learning

The process of phase one has demonstrated the need for a more concise, consistent
format of record keeping and filing within the URC. All synods identified inconsistent
and limited files which did not have appropriate information recorded — and in some
cases there were concerns that information had been removed from the files. It was
clear that the lack of standardised record keeping impacted on the accuracy of
referred cases; there may have been cases that would have been referred for review
if the information was evident. This raised concern that the ‘loose’ culture around
recording could lead to speculation that there was an avoidance of recording
sensitive matters, as some synods found evidence of situations that were alluded or
referred to, but were not supported with any further documentation detailing this.

This concern leads to the first of two recommendations arising from phase one, which
the safeguarding advisory group will consider on 8 March, and may then bring forward
through appropriate channels in the Church.

Recommendation 1: Church House to produce standardised guidance for synods
with regard to the importance and legalities of appropriate record keeping. This
would enable churches to produce accurate and consistent records, which can
be easily transferred to other synods and demonstrate clear, transparent
recording of information and aide with understanding what information needs to
be maintained in a file.

Many of the cases referred for review concerned inappropriate boundaries,
relationships or behaviour by ministers. There was no clear identifiable pattern within
these cases which could identify contributory factors which may have caused this
behaviour. It was agreed by Mission Council in 2013 that the Safer Sacred Space
training would be mandatory for all ministers and consequently a training and delivery
plan was formalised to ensure all ministers were trained by the end of 2016. This
leads to a second recommendation to the group.

Recommendation 2: The United Reformed Church as a whole to emphasise and
recognise the importance of the newly established Safer Sacred Space
training, ensuring all ministers fully engage in the training and support the
implementation of a planned refreshment of this training every four years. In
addition, for the purpose of good practice and safer churches, the safeguarding
advisory group to consider the proposal of mandatory safeguarding training for
all ministers which is refreshed every three years.

At the time of writing, these recommendations have not been before the safeguarding
advisory group. They are therefore reported to Mission Council as a provisional stage
in a process of considered response; following the reading of files under phase one of
the review.









